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ABSTRACT •
The purpose o f t h i s  s tudy  i s  to  c o n s id e r  th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
K arl B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  and th a t  of S^ren  K ierkegaard , This 
s tudy  defended th e  th e s i s ,  t h a t  even though th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
p o s i t io n  was c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  th a n  was th a t  o f th e  e a r ly  
B a rth , th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s p o s i t io n  was s t i l l  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  
o f K ierkegaard .
To show th a t  t h i s  i s  th e  ca se , an a ttem p t was made to  
a n a l iz e  B a rth ’ s ea rly ^  p o s i t io n  and h is . l a t e r  p o s i t io n  on
r e v e la t io n  in  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierk eg aard , F i r s t l y ,  I  examined 
th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  th rough an a n a ly s is  
o f  The E p i s t l e  o f th e  Romans (second e d i t io n  o f 1922) w ith
s p e c ia l  r e fe re n c e  to  i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierkegaard . In  t h i s  
c o n s id e ra t io n , I  took  th re e  s a l i e n t  concep ts  which were c e n t r a l  
to  th e  e a r ly  B a rth ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  and a re  r e le v a n t  
to  K ierkegaard : Moment, H is to ry  and Paradox. Through th e
a n a ly s is  o f th e se  th re e  co n cep ts , I  showed th a t  even though th e  
e a r ly  B arth  and K ierkegaard  used th e  same te rm in o lo g y , th e
meaning which they gave to  th e se  term s was d i f f e r e n t  from one 
a n o th e r . A ccord ing ly , t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  of r e v e la t io n  were 
a ls o  d i f f e r e n t  from one a n o th e r .
I  th e n  tu rn ed  my a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  l a t e r  B a rth , e s p e c ia l ly  
a f t e r  th e  p u b lic a t io n  o f th e  f i r s t  volume o f th e  Church Dogmatics 
in  1932, fo r  th e  purpose of draw ing ou t th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  c o n s id e ra tio n , I  argued
th a t  even though th e  l a t e r  B arth  recogn ized  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and
■ - i
te m p o ra lity  o f r e v e la t io n  and seemd to  em phasize th e  in c a rn a t io n ,  
th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and th e  in c a rn a t io n  which th e  l a t e r  B arth  
reco g n ized , were d i f f e r e n t  from K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  and ' o f th e  in c a rn a t io n .  The 
d if f e r e n c e s  betw een t h e i r  co ncep ts  o f th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and 
te m p o ra li ty , made fo r  th e  d if f e r e n c e  between t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  
o f r e v e la t io n .
In  th e  th i r d  c h a p te r , I  a ttem p ted  to  ex p lo re  K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s 
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .  Throughout t h i s  c h a p te r , I  was 
e s p e c ia l ly  concerned w ith  th e  th re e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s . which 
K ierkegaard  wanted to  em phasize in  h i s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n ;  th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f r e v e la t io n ,  r e v e la t io n  as the  
a b so lu te  f a c t ,  and th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e y e la t io n .  I  thus 
concluded th a t  even though th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s view o f r e v e la t io n  
was c lo se  to  th a t  o f K ierk eg aard , even the  l a t e r  B arth  has a 
d i f f e r e n t  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  from th a t  o f K ierkegaard . 
At th e  back o f t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  th e re  was a 
d i f f e r e n t  th o u g h t- s t ru c tu re .
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INTRODUCTION
The purpose o f t h i s  s tudy  i s  to  c o n s id e r  th e  r e l a t i o n  between K arl B a r th ’ s 
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  arid th a t  o f  S ^ren  K ierkegaard , What I  am try in g  to  
c o n s id e r  i s  no t th e  form al r e l a t i o n  betw een them, b u t th e  r e a l  r e l a t i o n .  By 
form al r e l a t i o n  I  mean th e  way in  which B arth  th in k s  of h is  r e l a t i o n  to  
K ierkegaard . As f a r  as th e  form al r e l a t i o n  i s  concerned , th e  b e s t  way to
c o n s id e r  i t ,  i s  to  study  and an a ly ze  B a r th ’ s own s ta te m e n ts  about h is  r e l a t i o n
to  K ierkegaard . Although B arth  l i t t l e  d is c u s se s  h is  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierkegaard , 
th e re  a re  some p la ces  where he speaks o f  h is  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierk eg aard .C 1] B arth  
a s s e r t s  th a t  a lthough  hè le a rn e d  from  Kierkegaarid* he had to  le a r n  o th e r  th in g s  
from o th e r  te a c h e rs  a t  a l a t e r  s ta g e . That i s  to  say , B arth  th in k s  th a t  he goes 
beyond K ierkegaard .
However, t h i s  s tudy  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between B arth  and K ierkegaard  s t a r t s  
from a s u sp ic io n  about B a r th ’ s own a s s e r t io n  concern ing  t h i s  r e l a t io n ,  What I  
am try in g  to  show in  t h i s  s tudy  i s  th a t  K ie rk eg aard ’ s u n d e rs tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  which 
i s  ex p ressed  i n  th e  second e d i t io n  o f The E p is t le  to  th e  Romans; and th a t  
B a r th ts  l a t e r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e y e la t io n  w hich, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , moves 
beyond K ierkegaard , i s  i n  f a c t  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard . However, d e s p i te  t h i s  
s im i la r i ty  betw een th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s p o s i t io n  and th a t  o f K ierkegaard  on 
r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  i s  a  c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e r e n c e  between t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  of 
r e v e la t io n ,  fo r  B arth  does not overcome an a b s o lu te  dualism  in  h is
th o u g h t- s t ru c tu re .
For th e  purpose o f c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f my th e s i s  o f t h i s  s tu d y , I  w i l l
1. Cf. e .g . ,K a r l  B a rth . The JE P isile  i a  th e  Romans. t r .E .
HosigrnsCLondon;Oxford U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1933)»
p p .4 ,1 1 ; S ë lb 8 td a r s te l lu n g (1Q64);"A Thank You and a B ow îK ierkegaard’ s 
R e v e ille ,"C a n a d ia n  Jo u rn a l .of. Ihg.ol.ogyl 1 Cl9 6 5 ) ,pp .3 -7 .
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c o n s id e r  b r i e f l y  s e v e ra l  approaches to  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een B arth  and 
K ierkegaard  which have been pu t f o r th  in  B arth  and K ie rk eg a a rd ian  s c h o la rs h ip  up 
to  now.
Even though most of th e  s tu d e n ts  who study  B arth  comment b r i e f l y  on th e  
r e l a t i o n  betw een B arth  and K ierk eg aard , th e re  a re  some s tu d e n ts  who a re  
e s p e c ia l ly  in t e r e s te d  i n  t h i s  r e la t io n s h ip .  I f  we may c l a s s i f y  th e  v a r io u s  
p o s i t io n s  on t h i s  r e l a t i o n ,  we Can say th a t  th e re  a re  th ree ; m ajor approaches; 
(1) th a t  th e  e a r ly  B arth  i s  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  th an  th e  l a t e r  B a rth ; (2) 
th a t  B arth  always has a c lo se  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierkegaard ; and (3) th a t  th e  l a t e r  
B arth  i s  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  th a n  th e  e a r ly  B a rth . The p o s i t io n  which I  s h a l l  
defend i n  t h i s  s tudy  i s  c lo s e s t  to  th e  th i r d  p o s i t io n .  However, u n lik e  most 
peop le who ho ld  p o s i t io n  3» I  want to  em phasize th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  p o s i t io n  o f 
th e  l a t e r  B arth  i s  s t i l l  no t th e  same as th a t  of K ierk eg aard . . Here I  s h a l l  
d e sc r ib e  th e  th re e  p o s i t io n s  b r i e f l y  and make i t  c le a r  how my p o s i t io n  d i f f e r s  
from th e se  th re e  p o s i t io n s .
C onsidering  th e  f i r s t  o f th e se  p o s i t io n s ,  we s h a l l  look  a t  th e  s i t u a t i o n  in  
which t h i s  p o s i t io n  o ccu rs . In  a se n se , th e  d is c u s s io n  o f t h i s  problem o f th e
r e l a t i o n  between B arth  and K ierkegaard  i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e  d eb a te  as  to
w hether or not K ierkegaard  was th e  most s ig n i f i c a n t  in f lu e n c e  upon the  r e v is io n  
o f The E p is t le  to  th e  Româns. A ccording to  Thomas F. T orrance: "T h e o lo g ic a lly
and p h ilo s o p h ic a l ly  i t  was undoubtedly  K ierkegaard  who had th é  g r e a t e s t  im pact
upon h im [B arth ]i f a r  g r e a te r  th an  th e  a c tu a l  m entioning o f h is  [K ie rk eg aa rd ’s ]  
name, in  th e  Romans. " F2] Among th e  s c h o la rs  who em phasize th e  in f lu e n c e  o f 
K ierkegaard  oh th e  second e d i t io n  o f th e  Romans, th e  one who i s  most n o ta b le  i s
th e  French s c h o la r  Jean  R i l l e t  who says th a t  B a r th ’ s Romans, i n  th e  second
2 . Thomas F. T o rran ce , K arl B a r th ; An In tro d u c t io n  jiû  His E a rly
Theologv; 1910-1931 (London: SCM,1962), p .4 4 .
. .i , -
/
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e d i t io n ,  i s  perhaps more, a t  tim es , a K ie rk eg aa rd ian  e p i s t l e  to  th e  C h r is t ia n s  
th a n  a  P au lin e  E p i s t l e . [3 ] Some have argued , on th e  c o n tra ry , th a t  F. Overbeck 
had a  more fundam ental in f lu e n c e  upon th e  second e d i t io n  o f th e  Romans. [41 What 
i s  im p o rtan t a t  th is ,  p o in t ,  however, i s  no t w hether K ierkegaard  i s  th e  most 
im p o rtan t in f lu e n c e  on th e  1922 "Romans” o r riot, b u t t h a t  most o f th o se  who 
p a r t i c ip a te  in  t h i s  argum ent as to  w hether K ierkegaard  i s  th e  most in f lu e n c e  on 
th e  1922 "Romans" or n o t, a ls o  ho ld  th e  view th a t  th e  e a r ly  B arth  i s  c lo s e r  to  
K ierkegaard  th a n  th e  l a t e r  B a rth . T his f i r s t  view , th a t  B a rth  was in f lu e n c e d  by 
K ierk eg aard , b u t th a t  B arth  passed  beyond K ierkegaard  i n  h i s  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , i s  
th e  most g e n e ra lly  he ld  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between B arth  and K ierk eg aard . 
H erb ert H a rtw e ll, i n  h i s  book Ihg. Theclogy o f K arl E a r ik ; M  I n tro d u c t io n , says 
th e  fo llo w in g ; " . . .w e  do no t need to  d is c u s s  e i th e r  p h ilo so p h ic a l con cep ts  and 
id e a s  o f Kant and P la to ,  which B arth  used i n  Romans. . . .  o r K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s 
p a ra d o x ic a l and e x i s t e n t i a l  way o f  th in k in g , which e x e rte d  a  s tro n g  in f lu e n c e  
upon th e  fo rm atio n  o f B a r th ’ s e a r ly  th eo logy  and can q u i te  c l e a r ly  be tra c e d  i n  
Romans. In  h is  l a t e r  th e o lo g y , e s p e c ia lIv  in  h i s  Church D ogm atics, B arth  has 
not only g iv e n  up t h i s  l a t t e r  mode o f th o u g h t, b u t on many im p o rtan t a s p e c ts  o f
3 . Cf. Jean  R i l l e t , "Le C h r is tp lo g ie  de Soren K ie rk e g a a rd ."Revue de 
T héologie  P h ilo so p h ie . XXX(1942), p .230. c i t e d  i n  W illiam  W alter 
W ells I I I .T h e  In f lu e n c e  o f K ierkegaard  on th e  Theology o f K arl B a r th , 
u n pub lished  d o c to r ia l  d i s s e r t a t i o n  (S y racuse  U n iv e r s i ty ,1 9 7 0 ), p . 171. n .18.
4 . Cf. James D. Sm art,. 1 ^  P iy M P â M iM  OL Modern T heology . 
p .104 :"Perhaps what has le d  to  th e  o v e rra t in g  o f th e  in fe re n c e  [ to  th e  
second e d i t io n  to  th e  Romans! has been th e  h ig h ly  v i s ib l e  e f f e c t  of 
K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s d i a l e c t i c  and te rm ino logy  on th e  language and g e n e ra l forms 
o f e x p re s s io n  in  th e  1922 "Romans". That they  van ished  from B a r th ’ s 
w r it in g  alm ost as suddenly  as  %they e n te re d  has r a r e ly  been no ted . 
A c tu a lly , i n  th e  re v o lu t io n iz in g  o f  B a r th ’ s  th in k in g  i n  1920, Overbeck had 
more r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  th an  K ierk eg aard , b u t t h i s  passed  u n n o tic e d js in e e  So 
few perso n s know a ry th in g  abou t Overbeck or tak e  th e  tro u b le  to  compare 
th e  1919 "Romans" w ith  th e  1922 "Romans"." For th e  views th a t  em phasize 
th e  in f lu e n c e  o f  Overbeck. c f .  H enri B o u i l la r d .K arl B a r th ,
I ( P a r i s , 1957)> p . 107. c i t e d  i n  Come; A;B.Come.An In tro d u c t io n  to  B a r th ’ s 
Dogmatics fo r  P re a c h e rs ( London:SCM,19 6 3 )» p .40; R obert E. W illis ,T b &  
E th ic s  ûf. K arl E a n th .(L e id e n :E .J .B r ill ,  1971 )> p .37; P e te r  H, Monsma, K arl 
B a r th ’ s Idea  af. R e v e la tio n  (S o m e rv ille : Som erset P re s s , 1 937 )i p .8 8 .
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h is  te a c h in g  has developed a view which i s  fundam entally  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of 
K ie rk e g a a rd ." [5 ] We can c a l l  t h i s  view p o s i t io n  1 on th e  r e l a t i o n  between B arth  
and K ierkegaard . Even though t h i s  p o s i t io n  i s  th e  most common, i t  seems to  me
th a t  i t  does no t co n s id e r th é  fo llo w in g  two p o in ts  s e r io u s ly .  In  th e  f i r s t
in s ta n c e ,  i t  does not s e r io u s ly  c o n s id e r  th e  problem of w hether B arth  u ses  
K ie rk eg a a rd ian  term s w ith  th e  meaning w hich K ierkegaard  g iv e s  to  th e se  te rm s. 
U sually  i t  i s  sim ply presupposed  th a t  B arth  u ses  K ie rk eg a a rd ian  term ino logy
g iv in g  term s th e  meaning which K ierkegaard  g iv e s  to  them. S econdly , p o s i t io n  1
does no t co n s id e r th e  problem o f w hether B a r th ’ s l a t e r  th e o lo g y , even though i t  
does no t have many K ie rk eg a a rd ian  te rm s, i s  c lo s e r  to  th a t  of K ierkegaard  i n  i t s  
c o n te n ts  or s u b je c t -m a t te r  th a n  i s  h i s  ea rly , th eo lo g y .
We come now to  co n s id e r  p o s i t io n  2 . Some s c h o la rs  th in k  th a t  even a f t e r  
B a r th ’ s p u b lic  b reak  w ith  K ierk eg aard , B arth , in  f a c t ,  does no t overcome 
K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s in f lu e n c e . In  f a c t  t h i s  p o s i t io n  i s  th e  a n t i - t h e s i s  to  p o s i t io n
1. Those who examine th e  c o n te n ts  o f th e  Church Dogmatics c r i t i c a l l y  r a i s e  th e  
q u e s tio n  as to  w hether B arth  does r e a l ly  move beyond K ierkegaard  and answer t h i s  
n e g a t iv e ly . H .R .M ackintosh who a t  an e a r ly  d a te  was c h ie f ly  re s p o n s ib le  fo r  
encourag ing  s tu d e n ts  to  s tudy  B arth  in  S c o tla n d , f o r  e x ^ p l e ,  speaks about th e  
change o f B a r th ’ s theo logy  as fo llo w s : "When B arth  d isc a rd e d  ’ e x i s t e n t i a l i s m , ’
i t  was e v id e n tly  w ith  th e  sense  th a t  as a tem porary i n t e l l e c t u a l  a p p a ra tu s  i t  
had been dangerous and w holly  in a d e q u a te . - We cannot say th a t  s im i la r ly  he has 
gone beyond d i a l e c t i c a l  o r p a ra d o x ic a l th in k in g . True, th e  word ’ d i a l e c t i c ’ has
5 . H erb ert H artw ell,T h e  Ihe,oIi>£y û f. l a r L  B arlh jA n
Ih tro d u c t io n CLondon:Gerald D uckw orth,1964), p p . l l f .  As we have m entioned 
above, th o se  who p a r t i c ip a t e  i n  th e  argum ent as to  w hether K ierkegaard  i s  
th e  most im p o rtan t in f lu e n c e  on th e  "Romans" o r n o t, have a s im i la r  view 
to  H, H artw e ll, C f .James D. Smart,iip*. c i t . . pp. 104,224 and Thomas, 
Torrance,j£ai^ c i t . , p p .45 ,139-141 . Paul Sponheira a ls o  ex p ressed  à  s im i la r  
view in  h i s  K ierkegaard  sm  C h r is t  and C h r is t ia n  Coherence (W estpo rt, 
C o n n ec ticu t: Greenwood P re s s , 1975, second e d i t i o n ) , pp. 277-280, 284
n .4 9 . See a lso  Donald G. B lo e sc h .Je su s  V ie to r j K arl B a r th ’s  D o c trin e  
o f  S a lv a tio u  (N ashiv i l l e :  Abingdon, 1976), p p .1 2 8 f . .
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no p lace  in  th e  index  o f h is  l a s t  g r e a t  work, th e  f i r s t  volume o f h is  re v is e d  
D ogm atics. But t h i s  appea rs  to  be l e s s  because i t s  u s e fu ln e s s  has w holly 
van ished  th an  because i t  bade f a i r  to  become a new fa sh io n , p r a c t ic i s e d  
in d i s c r im in a te ly ," [6 ]  B esides H .R .M ackintosh, th e re  a re  s e v e ra l  s c h o la r s  who 
th in k  th a t ,  i n  f a c t ,  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s p o s i t io n  a ls o  r e f l e c t s  th e  in f lu e n c e  of 
K ie rk e g a a rd .[ 7 ] The m ajor th e s i s  o f  th o se  who ho ld  p o s i t io n  2 i s  th a t  though 
B arth  no lo n g e r makes th e  f a c t  c l e a r  th a t  he i s  in f lu e n c e d  by K ierkegaard , even 
i n  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  th e re  rem ain s ig n i f i c a n t  s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een th e  c o n te n t 
o f h is  th e o lo g ic a l  p o s i t io n  and th a t  of K ierkegaard .
There i s  a ls o  th e  th i r d  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between B arth  and K ierkegaard  
which can be c a l le d  p o s i t io n  3 . A la s ta i r  McKinnon who i s  a know ledgeable 
K ie rk eg a a rd ian  s c h o la r [8] a s s e r t s  th a t  many s c h o la r s  ( in c lu d in g  B arth ) 
m is in te rp re te d  K ierkegaard  and he c a l l s  t h i s  m is in te rp re te d  K ierkegaard  ’ phantom 
K ie rk e g a a rd .' A ccording to  McKinnon, th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s p o s i t io n  i s  th e  same as 
t h i s  m is in te rp re te d  K ierkegaard  (phantom K ie rk e g a a rd ) , and th e  l a t e r  B arth  has 
th e  same p o s i t io n  as th a t  o f th e  r e a l  K ierkegaard . McKinnon draws th i s  
co n c lu s io n  through a c o n s id e ra tio n  o f th e  concept o f Paradox i n  th e  works o f 
K ierkegaard  and B a rth . But he says t h i s  does not mean th a t  th e  l a t e r  B arth  i s  
aware th a t  he i s  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  th a n  he was i n  e a r ly  p e r io d . Even though 
B arth  a s s e r t s  th a t  he no lo n g e r u ses  th e  term paradox, and t r i e s  to  show f a i t h  
to  be r a t i o n a l ,  t h i s  very  f a c t  i t s e l f  shows th a t  th e  l a t e r  B arth  has th e  same 
view as th e  r e a l  K ie rk eg aard . F o r, acco rd in g  to  McKinnon’ s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f
6 . H .R .M ackintosh.Types o f Modern Theo logv(London and Glasgow: James 
and N is b e t,1 9 3 7 ) , p .256.
7 . Cf. Jerome Hamer,K arl B a r th , t r a n s .  Dominic M Maruca
( W estm inster:Newm an,1962), e sp . p .2 1 7 jJ .  Heywood Thomas,"The C h ris to lo g y  
o f K ierkegaard  and K arl B a r th ," H ib b e rt Jo u rn a l / '  L l l l f 1954-1955),
p .281;W illiam  W alte rs  W e lls ,I I i ;T h s . In flu e n c e  K ierkegaard  th e
Thaology jof. K arl fiar.th;M ark T a y lo r , K ierkegaard^ B P£e.udo.nymc>.ug A u th o rsh ip . 
p p . l T f . ,3 6 2 .n .22 ; C o rn e liu s  Van T i l ,  The New Modernism (London:Jam es 
C la rk e , 1946), p p .212-224, 364-379. See a lso  P e te r  Monsma,up..ci^t. , p . i 46.
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K ierkegaard ; K ierkegaard  i s  no t an i r r a t i o n a l  th in k e r  in  any sen se  of th e  
w o rd .[ 9] In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  N.H.Sçie who c o n s id e rs  f i r s t l y  th e  s i m i l a r i t i e s  and 
d if f e r e n c e s  betw een th e  e a r ly  B arth (1922) and K ierk eg aard , and secondly  th o se  
between th e  l a t e r  B arth  and K ierkegaard  and concludes th a t  "he ( th e  l a t e r  B arth ) 
reac h es  approx im ate ly  th e  same co n c lu s io n s  as does S.K. in  P h ilo so p h ic a l 
F ragm en ts". can a ls o  be c l a s s i f i e d  as one who ho ld s  p o s i t io n  3 on th e  r e l a t i o n  
between B arth  and K ierk eg aard . F o r, m entioning  B a r th ’ s  a d d re ss  "A Thank You and 
a Bow: K ierk eg aard ’ s R e v e i l le " [1 0 ] ,  S^e a ls o  says th a t  a lthough  th e  l a t e r
B a r th ’ s  co n c lu sio n  i s  the  same as th a t  of K ierk eg aard , " i t  does no t seem to  
s ig n ify  a re d isc o v e ry  o f SK o r a  more p o s i t iv e  assessm en t o f h im ."[11 ] However, 
when we co n s id e r  c r i t i c a l l y  bo th  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s w r i t in g s  and th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
th e o lo g y , we cannot he lp  r a i s in g  th e  q u e s tio n  o f w hether we can say th a t  th e  
p o s i t io n  o f th e  l a t e r  B arth  i s  id e n t i c a l  or s im i la r  ( i n  th e  r e a l  sense) to  th a t  
o f K ierk eg aard . I t  i s  im p o ss ib le , as  we s h a l l  argue in  t h i s  s tu d y , to  i n t e r p r e t  
K ierkegaard  and th e  l a t e r  B arth  in  such a  way. For even though th e  l a t e r  B a rth , 
c o n tra ry  to  h is  e a r l i e r  view , a s s e r t s  th a t  God’ s r e v e la t io n  ta k es  p la ce  in  tim e
8 . The reaso n  why I  say th a t  A. McKinnon i s  a know leageable 
K ie rk eg aa rd ian  s c h o la r  i s  no t only because of h is  deep u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
K ierk eg aard , b u t a ls o  h i s  s p e c ia l  methodology i n  s tu d y in g  K ierkegaard , 
th a t  i s ,  th e  a p p l ic a t io n  o f s t a t i s t i c a l  method to  K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s a u th o rsh ip  
u sin g  a com puter. Cf. A. McKinnon ( e d . ) , K ie rk eg aard :R eseu rees  and 
R e s u lts (W aterlo o ;W ilg rid  L auvien U n iv e rs ity  P re s s ,
1982) ; "K ierkegaard :P aradox  and I r r a t i o n a l i s m ," Jo u rn a l £f. e x i s te n t ia l i s m  
V II 0 9 6 7 )  ,p p .4 0 1 - l6 ;n B e lie v in g  th e  P sradoks, "H arvard T J ie o lo ^ c a l Review 
LX K 1968), p p .6 3 3 -3 6 ;"K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s I r r a t io n a l i s m  R e v is i te d ." I n te r n a t io n a l  
P h ilo so p h ic a l Q u a rte r lv  IX (1 9 6 9 ) , P P . 165-76; "K ierk eg aard ’ s Pseudonyms:A 
New H ie ra rch y . ^American p h ilo so p h ic a l q u a r te r lv  VI
( 1969) , p p .116-127;"T h eo lo g ica l Focus in  K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s Samlede 
V a e rk e r ."S cience  o f R e lig io n  IV (1974-1975), p p .58-62 .
9 . Cf, A. M cK innon,"Barth’ s R e la tio n  to  K ierkegaard:Som e F u r th e r  
L ig h t ." Canadian Jo u rn a l o f T heélngy X I I I  (1 9 6 7 ) ,p p . 31-39 . For McKinnon’ s 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f K ie rk eg aard ’ s  Paradox, see  "K ie rk eg aard : Paradox and 
I r r a t io n a l i s m , " op. c i t . . p p .401-16 ; "B e liev in g  th e  P aradoks, "op. c i t . .
p p .633- 3 6 ; "K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s I r r a t io n a l i s m  R e v is ite d ,"a jL - £ iiL t-,l65 -76 .
10. S e e .p . i . .n o te  1.
11. N.HiSÿ^e,"K arl- B a r th ,"  i n  Legacy aM  af.
K ierkegaard , B ibIi.0 .t Jlg.ga K ie rk eg aard ian a  v o li8  ( Copenhagen: C. A. R e itz  e l ,  
1981), p .231.
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and h i s to r y ,  h is  concep ts  o f tim e and h is to r y  a re  s l i g h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from th o se  
o f K ierk eg aard .
Up to  now we have co n sid e re d  th r e e  p o s i t io n s  on th e  r e l a t i o n  between B arth  
and K ierkegaard . What we have d isco v ere d  in  t h i s  c o n s id e ra t io n  i s  th a t  th e  
s c h o la rs  who have th e i r  p a r t i c u la r  p o s i t io n  on th i s  r e l a t i o n  base th a t  p o s i t io n  
on t h e i r  own u n d ers tan d in g  o f K ierkegaard  and th e i r  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
th e  e a r ly  B arth  and th e  l a t e r  B a rth . The b e s t  way, th e re f o r e ,  to  c o n s id e r  t h i s  
problem o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een B arth  and K ierkegaard  i s  a c o n s id e ra tio n  based 
on two im p o rtan t q u e s tio n s : "How; to  i n t e r p r e t  K ierkegaard?" and "What i s  ; th e
r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  e a r ly  B arth  and th e  l a t e r  B arth?"
T h e re fo re , I  s h a l l  pu rsue t h i s  problem of th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een. B arth  and 
K ierkegaard  on th e  b a s is  o f th e se  two q u e s tio n s . Of co u rse , th e  s p e c i f i c  
purpose o f t h i s  s tudy  i s  to  d is c o v e r  th e  r e a l  r e l a t i o n  betw een t h e i r  
u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f  r e v e la t io n .  However, th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e i r  
u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f r e v e la t io n  i s  a problem  which i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e  
problem  o f th e  g e n e ra l r e l a t i o n  betw een t h e i r  th o u g h t. Hence, our s tudy  on the  
r e l a t i o n  between t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f r e v e la t io n  can a ls o  shed l i g h t  on th e  
problem  o f th e .g e n e ra l  r e l a t i o n  betw een B arth  and K ierkegaard .
This study  on th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g s  o f r e v e la t io n ,  
th e re f o r e ,  w i l l  defend th e  fo llo w in g  p o s i t io n  on th e  r e l a t i o n  between B arth  and 
K ierkegaard ; namely th a t  even though th e  l a t e r  B arth  i s  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  
th a n  th e  e a r ly  B a rth , th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s  p o s i t io n  i s  s t i l l  d i f f e r e n t ,  from th a t  of 
K ierkegaard .
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To show th a t  t h i s  i s  th e  c a se , we s h a l l  a ttem p t to  an a ly ze  B a r th ’ s e a r ly  
p o s i t io n  and h is  l a t e r  p o s i t io n  on r e v e la t io n  in  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierk eg aard . 
F i r s t l y ,  we s h a l l  examine th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  through 
an a n a ly s is  o f The E p is t le  to  _tJie Romans(1922) w ith  s p e c ia l  r e fe re n c e  to  i t s  
r e l a t i o n  to  K ierkegaard , We s h a l l  th en  tu rn  our a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  l a t e r  B a rth , 
e s p e c ia l ly  a f t e r  th e  p u b lic a t io n  o f th e  f i r s t  volume of th e  Church Dogmatics in  
1932, fo r  th e  purpose o f draw ing ou t th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n  w hich, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , abandons th e  use o f K ie rk eg a a rd ian  id e a s  
and^term ino logy . In  th e  f i r s t  s ta g e  o f our exam ination , th e  c o n s id e ra t io n  o f 
The Romans, we s h a l l  tak e  some s a l i e n t  concep ts which a re  c e n t r a l  to  th e  e a r ly  
B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  and a re  re le v a n t  to  K ierkegaard : Moment,
H is to ry , and Paradox. Through th e  a n a ly s is  o f th e se  th re e  co n cep ts , we s h a l l  
show th a t  even though B arth  and K ierkegaard  use th e  same te rm in o lo g y , th e  
meaning which they  g iv e  to  th e se  term s i s  d i f f e r e n t  frOm one a n o th e r . 
A ccord ing ly , t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g s  o f r e v e la t io n  a re  a ls o  d i f f e r e n t  from one 
a n o th e r . I t  i s  t h i s  p o in t which we s h a l l  show to  be th e  case  in  th e  f i r s t  
c h a p te r  of our s tu d y . R e v e la tio n , acco rd in g  to  th e  e a r ly  B a rth , ta k e s  p la ce  in  
th e  e te r n a l  Moment which does no t belong t o . t h e  f lu x  o f tim e, w hereas, a cco rd in g  
to  K ierk eg aard , i t  i s  i n  tim e. R e v e la tio n  th e re fo re  f o r  B arth  i s  beyond tim e 
and h i s to r y ,  w hereas, f o r  K ierk eg aard , i t  i s  g iv en  by "God i n  tim e" and ta k e s  an 
h i s t o r i c a l  form. R e v e la tio n  i s  Paradox f o r  both  o f them. However, w hereas, fo r  
B a rth , r e v e la t io n  i s  Paradox because i t  i s  no t i n  tim e and. h i s to r y ,  fo r  
K ierkegaard  i t  i s  Paradox because i t  i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y .
In  th e  second c h a p te r , we s h a l l  examine th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n  in  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierk eg aard , In  t h i s  c h a p te r  we s h a l l  argue th a t  even ; = 
though th e  l a t e r  B arth  re c o g n iz e s  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and te m p o ra lity  o f r e v e la t io n  ■ !
and seems to  em phasize th e  in c a rn a t io n ,  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and th e  in c a rn a t io n
■K
■ ; ' ' -- 
which th e  l a t e r  B arth  re c o g n iz e s , a r e  d i f f e r e n t  from K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s u n d ers tan d in g
o f h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  and o f th e  in c a rn a tio n .  The d if f e re n c e s  betw een ‘ *
t h e i r  concep ts  o f th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and te m p o ra li ty ,  i t  seems to  me, makes f o r  th e
- : . ' ' - .. ' ; . d if f e re n c e  between t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f r e v e la t io n .  V .
In  th e  t h i r d  c h a p te r  I  s h a l l  a ttem p t to  draw ou t K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s
u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  fo r  th e  purpose o f c l a r i f i c a t i o n  of my th e s i s .
Throughout t h i s  c h a p te r  we s h a l l  be e s p e c ia l ly  concerned  w ith  th e  th re e
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  which K ierkegaard  w ants to  em phasize i n  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n :  th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f r e v e la t io n ,  r e v e la t io n  as  th é  a b so lu te  f a c t ,
and th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .  We s h a l l  th u s  conclude th a t  even though th e  •
l a t e r  B a r th ’ s view o f r e v e la t io n  i s  c lo s e r  to  th a t  , o f K ierk eg aard , th e  l a t e r  C^
B arth  a ls o  has a d i f f e r e n t  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  from th a t  of K ierk eg aard . -/.y'
At th e  back o f t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  th e re  i s  a d i f f e r e n t
th o u g h t - s t ru c tu r e .
CHAPTER I
K arl B arth  on R e v e la tio n  in  "The E p is t le  to  th e  Romans"
The purpose of t h i s  c h a p te r  i s  to  examine B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  of 
r e v e la t io n  in  th e  second e d i t io n  o f "The E p is t le  to  th e  Romans" [ 1 ] ,  in  
p a r t i c u la r  in  i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierk eg aard . Through t h i s  exam ination  I  hope to  
show th a t  th e re  i s  a c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e r e n c e  between t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f 
r e v e la t io n ,  even though B arth  a f f irm s  c le a r ly  th a t  he i s  in f lu e n c e d  by 
K ierkegaard . In  o rd e r  to  look  a t  B arth  on r e v e la t io n  w ith  p a r t i c u la r  r e fe re n c e  
to  K ierkegaard , I  s h a l l  tak e  th re e  terras which a re  c e n t r a l  to  B a r th ’ s 
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  and a re  r e le v a n t  to  K ierkegaard : Moment, H is to ry ,
and Paradox. The th re e  su b d iv is io n s  o f t h i s  c h a p te r  w i l l  c o n s is t  r e s p e c t iv e ly  
o f a c o n s id e ra t io n  of th e se  th re e  te rm s. The g e n e ra l p o in ts  which I  s h a l l  t ry
to  make i n  t h i s  c h a p te r  a re  th a t  even though B arth  u ses  th e se  term s which have a
r e l a t i o n  to  K ierkegaard , B a r th ’ s usage o f th e se  term s i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of 
K ierkegaard ; t h a t ,  th e re f o r e ,  even though both  o f them c a l l  r e v e la t io n  
’ parad o x ’ and r e l a t e  r e v e la t io n  to  moment, t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g s  o f r e v e la t io n  
a re  d i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r .  What I  sh a ll:  show i s  th a t  (1) B arth  th in k s  th a t  
th e  Moment in  which r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  i s  th e  ’ e te r n a l  Moment’ o r th e  
’ t im e le s s  Moment’ ; and th a t ,  th e re f o r e ,  (2) acco rd in g  to  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  has 
n o th ing  to  do w ith  h is to r y ,  o r  i t  ta k e s  p lace  in  i t s  own realm  of h is to r y  
( U rg e sc h ic h te ) : and th a t  (3) B a r th ’ s use of Paradox i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e se
two p o in ts .  That i s  to  say , s in c e  r e v e la t io n  which re v e a ls  God and God’ s realm  
ta k e s  p lace  or touches our w orld only  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment, w ith o u t touch ing
1. K arl B a r th ,The E p is t le  i s .  th e  Romans. E.T. from th e  s ix th  
e d i t io n (  1928), by E.G.Hoskyns (London:Oxford U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1933). The
second e d i t io n ,  a thorough r e v is io n  o f th e  f i r s t ,  was p u b lish ed  i n  1922
(M unich:Chr. K a ise r V erlag ) and has been th e  b a s is  fo r  subsequen t 
r e p r in t s .  I  s h a l l  use t h i s  E n g lish  e d i t io n  in  t h i s  s tu d y , and h e r e a f t e r  
c i t a t i o n s  from t h i s  book w i l l  be g iv en  in  t h i s  form :"Rom ans", page number.
V -a
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i t ,  r e v e la t io n  has a  r e l a t i o n  to  paradox. These a re  th e  p o in ts  which I  s h a l l  
t r y  to  argue i n  t h i s  c h a p te r .
1
Our f i r s t  ta sk  i s  to  d is c u s s  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f Moment in  th e  
"Romans". For B a rth , th e  Moment p lay s  a very  im p o rtan t r o le  in  h is  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n ,  because  B arth  a s s e r t s  th a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  
in  th e  Moment. . What does B arth  mean by Moment? I  s h a l l  show in  t h i s  s e c t io n  
th a t ,  fo r  B a rth , th e  Moment i s  th e  e te r n a l  Moment and, th e re f o r e ,  th e  t im e le s s  
Moment. To. show t h i s ,  I  s h a l l  examine f i r s t  th a t  B arth  does not d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
betw een th e  tim es o f R e su rre c tio n , o f Judgment, and o f f a i t h ,  f o r ,  acco rd in g  to
B a rth , a l l  of th e se  tak e  p la ce  in  th e  Moment, which does no t belong to  tim e and
h is to r y ;  seco n d ly , th a t  B arth  t r i e s  to  r e l a t e  th e  Moment of r e v e la t io n  to  th e  
" s e c r e t  o f tim e" w hich, acco rd in g  . to  B a rth , i s  beyond tim e and th e  realm  of 
h i s to r y ;  and th i r d ly ,  th a t  B arth  has a t im e le s s  esch a to lo g y  which e x p la in s  a l l  
th in g s  in  r e l a t i o n  to  a t im e le s s  Moment.
F i r s t ,  th e n  l e t  us co n s id e r B a r th ’ s la c k  o f d is c r im in a t io n  betw een th e  
tim es o f R e su rre c tio n , o f  Judgm ent, and o f F a ith .  A ccording to  B a rth , a l l  of 
th e se  take  p lace  in  th e  Moment. Y et, fo r  B a rth , th e re  i s  no d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  
between th e  tim es o f th e se  e v e n ts . F o r, B arth  th in k s  o f th e  e te r n a l  o r th e
tim e le s s  Moment when he u ses  th e  term  "Moment". I t  i s  t h i s  p o in t th a t  we s h a l l
c o n s id e r  in  th e  nex t few p a rag rap h s .
L et us s t a r t  from th e  Moment o f th e  R e su rre c tio n . In  a se n se , fo r  B a rth , j
R e su rre c tio n  i s  th e  ground o f r e v e la t io n .  F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , R e su rre c tio n  |
i s  " th e  r e v e la t io n " ( "Romans", p .30 , p a ss im ). I f  th e re  i s  no R e su rre c tio n , th e re  |
■ ' ' ■ ■ Ii s  no r e v e la t io n  a t  a l i i  In  th e  R e su rre c tio n , Je su s  i s  d is c lo se d  a s  C h r is t ,  God j
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ap p e a rs , and we can apprehend God in  C h r is t .  And in  th e  R e su rre c tio n  th e  
Kingdom of God has dawned, " th e  new w orld o f th e  Holy S p i r i t  touches th e  o ld  
w orld o f flesh"("R om ans,"  p .3 0 ) . But t h i s  R e su rre c tio n  cannot s tan d  s id e  by 
s id e  w ith  o th e r  ev en ts  i n  h is to r y  and tim e. According to  B a rth , R e su rre c tio n  i s  
a s p e c ia l  ev en t. So he q u a l i f i e s  th e  passage which we have ju s t  quoted  by 
say in g : "But [ th e  ,new w orld] to u c h es  i t  [ th e  o ld  w orld] as  a ta n g e n t to uches a
c i r c l e ,  th a t  i s ,  w ith o u t touch ing  it" ("R p m an s,"  p .3 0 ) . I f  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n  
th e  new w orld touches our w orld d i r e c t l y ,  th e n , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  new 
w orld cannot be th e  new w orld in  th e  r e a l  sen se . A ccord ing ly , i f  R e su rre c tio n
ta k e s  p lacé  i n  tim e, i t  canno t be an ev en t which belongs to  th e  new w orld . For,
i n  th e  thought o f B a rth , i f  th e  R e su r re c tio n  were in  tim e and h is to r y ,  i t  would; 
belong to  th e  p a s t .  What i s  i n  tim e and h is to r y ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , canno t be 
a b s o lu te ,  w hatever i t  may be. T h e re fo re , i f  in  th e  Moment of th e  R e su rre c tio n  
God’ s w orld touches our w orld , th e n  God’ s w orld touches our w orld w ith o u t 
touch ing  i t . [ 1 ]  I f  i t  is . n o t th e  ca se , even God’ s w orld , by touch ing  our w orld , 
becomes a  r e l a t i v e  one (C f."R om ans," p p .9 , 115). In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  B arth  says 
t h a t  R e su r re c tio n  i s  no t an  ev en t in  tim e and h i s to r y .  Thus th e  Moment, in
which R e su rre c tio n  ta k es  p la c e , cannot be a moment in  tim e . R e su rre c tio n  and
th e  Moment in  which th e  R e s u r re c tio n  ta k e s  p la c e , fo r  B a rth , a re  not co n cep ts  to  
which th e  we can apply  th e  tim e concep t a t  a l l .
However, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  no t th e  only ev en t which
1. James Smart a rg u es  th a t  " th e  ta n g e n t was r e a l l y  meant to  do more 
th an  m erely touch th e  c i r c l e ,  fo r  where i t  to u ch es, "our w orld c e a se s  to  
be h is to r i c a l , t e m p o r a l ,  o b je c t iv e ,  and d i r e c t ly  v i s i b l e . ’ In  s h o r t ,  
U rg èsch lch te  becomes r e a l i t y  in  tim e. The w orld o f God b reak s  in t o  tim e 
and in  th e  s tr e n g th  o f th e  in b re a k in g  th e  man who by f a i t h  i s  under g race  
" s ta n d s  a lre a d y  in  th e  "U rg esch ich te"  and End h is to r y  [w here] God i s  a l l  
i n  a l l . "  The D ivided Mind o f Modern Theologyj K arl B arth  and R udolf 
Buitmann, 1908-1933 (P h ila d e lp h ia :  THe W estm inster P re ss , 1967), p . 115.
But Sm art’ s reaso n in g  i t s e l f  b e tra y s  th a t  what happens in  R e su rre c tio n  i s  
no t i n  tim e and h is to r y .  B arth  h im se lf , in  h i s  l a t e r  days, c r i t i c i z e d  h is  
e a r ly  view on th i s  problem . Cf. Church Dogmatics 1 /2 .0 5 0 ; I I / 1, p .634, 
See a ls o  s e c t io n  2 o f t h i s  c h a p te r .
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belongs to  such a s p e c ia l  c a te g o ry . As th e  R e su rre c tio n  ta k es  p lace  in  th e  
Moment which does not belong to  tim e, God’ s Judgment a ls o  happens in  th e  Moment, 
For B a rth , God’ s Judgment im p lie s  no t only God’ s n eg a tio n , b u t a ls o  God’ s 
a f f i rm a tio n .  Y et, th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e  of tim es , t h a t  i s  to  say , th e  moment 
o f God’ s n eg a tio n  i s  th e  Moment o f God’ s a f f i rm a t io n  [ 2 ] ,  God n eg a te s  our
w orld , a f f irm in g  i t ,  and God a f f irm s  th e  w orld , n eg a tin g  i t .  Both o f th e se ,
n eg a tio n  and a f f i rm a tio n ,  ta k e  p la ce  i n  th e  Moment. In  one p lace  B arth  say s;
"We have no th ing  o f which to  b o a s t,  no th ing  p a s t  and f u tu r e ,  no th ing  b e fo re  or 
a f t e r  th e  Moment . . .  when th e  l a s t  trum pet s h a l l  sound and men s tan d  naked 
b e fo re  God, and when, in  t h e i r  d a rk n ess , they  s h a l l  be c lo th e d  upon w ith  th e  
r ig h te o u s n e ss  o f God. And so , in  th e  p resence of J e s u s , a l l  th a t  men a re  and
have and do i s  p e rce iv ed  to  be com plete u n r e a l i ty ,  u n le s s ,  bowed under th e
neg a tio n , o f God, they  aw ait His d iv in e  a f f irm a tio n .  A ll th a t  men a re  and have
and do i s  in  i t s e l f  naught bu t th e  r ig h te o u sn e ss  of man, and in  th e  s ig h t  of God 
and men, rem ains i l l u s i o n ,  u n le s s ,  under th e  judgm ent of God, i t  c ea se s  to  be 
th e  r ig h te o u s n e ss  o f man" ( " R o m a n s ," p .i0 9 ).
I f  we see  t h i s  passage w ith o u t c o n s id e r in g  th e  c o n te x t in  which B arth  
sp eak s , th e n  we may th in k  th a t  B arth  i s  speak ing  o f  th e  tim e of th e  Las% 
Judgment. In  a se n se , B arth  does, in  f a c t ,  speak o f  th e  L ast Judgment h e re . 
Can we, th e n , i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage in  r e l a t i o n  to  B a r th ’ s view o f th e
R e su rre c tio n : th a t  what happened i n  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  in  p r in c ip le  to  C h r is t ,
w i l l  be a p p lie d  to  a l l  men a t  th e  end o f tim e? J u s t  as Je su s  d ied  and was
r e s u r r e c te d  [ was negated  and was a ff irm e d  by God], we s h a l l  be judged and s h a l l  
be c lo th e d  w ith  th e  r ig h te o u s n e ss  o f God a t  th e  end o f  th e  f lu x  o f tim e: Is
2 . Cf. B o u il la rd , K arl B arth  I  ( P a r is :  A ubier, 1957), p .26:
"KRISIS i s  e q u iv a le n t to  Aufhebune i n  H egelian  sen se  of th e  terra . . . .T h e  
n e g a tio n  i s  a  s i t u a t io n ;  the , su p p re ss io n  i s  accom plished . The ’ Yes' i s  
i n  th e  ’ N o.’ One c o n s ta n t ly  r i s k s  m isunderstand ing  B a r th 's  thou g h t in  
fo r g e t t in g  t h i s . "  c i t e d  i n  W eils , o p .  P‘ 187. no te  71.
■ ' m
' . ,  - '  ' . . i
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t h i s  a r i g h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f t h i s  passage?
To answer t h i s  q u e s tio n , l e t  us once ag a in  q uo te  a passage i n  which B arth  
speaks o f God’ s n e g a tio n  and a f f i rm a tio n :  "C onfronted  by J e su s , men must d ie ,
they  must d ie  d a i ly ,  save in  so f a r  as they s tan d  under th e  ’NO’ and th e  ’ YES’ 
o f God, and a re  p ass in g  from atonem ent to  redem ption , from th e  c ro s s  to  
R esu rrec tio n "  ("Romans," p . 108). We can see  th a t  t h i s  passage i s  a passage 
about th e  moment of our f a i t h .
We have, th e n , th r e e  d i f f e r e n t  e v en ts  i n  which God’s n e g a tio n  and 
a f f i rm a t io n  ta k e  p la c e : th e  ev e n ts  o f R e su rre c tio n , o f  Judgem ent, and o f our
F a i th .  But B a rth , i n  h i s  "Romans," does no t say th a t  th e se  th re e  ev en ts  take  
p la c e  i n  tim e a t  a l l .  Here i s  th e  im portance o f B a r th ’ s "Moment". According to  
B a rth , a l l  of th e se  tak e  p la ce  on ly  in  th e  "Moment" which i s  not i n  tim e. This 
i s  why B arth  can d is c r im in a te  betw een th e  tim es o f th e se  e v e n ts .
Why does th e  Moment not belong to  tim e? We f in d  th e  re a so n  why B arth  
th in k s  t h i s  from th e  fo llo w in g  passag e :
"The ’Moment’ o f th e  movement o f men by God i s  beyond men, i t  cannot 
be enc lo sed  in  a system  or a  method o r a  ’way’ . I t  r e s t s  in  th e  good
p le a su re  o f God, and i t s  o cca s io n  i s  to  be sought and found on ly  in  Him."
("Romans," p . i 10)
Now we can g iv e  th e  rea so n  why the.Moment h as , fo r  B a rth , no th ing  to  do w ith  
tim e. This i s  because , fo r  B a rth , t h i s  Moment i s  th e  Moment in  which God a c t s .  
In  th e  above q u o ta t io n  we f in d  B a r th ’ s concept of th e  Moment. In  th e  ' Moment, 
acco rd in g  to  t h i s  pàssàg e , th e re  i s  no th ing  b u t God H im self, and man s u rre n d e rs  
h im se lf  and a l l  t h a t  he i s  to  God. The Moment r e s t s  only in  th e  good p le a s u re
o f God. Y et, fo r  B arth  a t  t h i s  tim e, God as  th e  Prim al O rig in  o f a l l ,  i s  th e
E te rn a l who i s  beyond tim e. C onsequently , th e  Moment as  w e ll i s  no t in  tim e.
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B a rth , th e re fo re ,  c a l l s  th e  Moment ’ th e  e te rn a l  Moment’ o r ,  ’ th e  A bsolute
Moment.’ ( ’’Romans,” p p .4 9 7 ,5 3 0 ), The Moment belongs no t to  tim e, nor to  man, b u t 
to  God; i t  ’^ has no b e fo re  no a f t e r ” ( ’’Romans,” p. 137). In  a word, i t  i s  no t a 
moment i n  tim e ( ’’Romans,” pp. 10 9 ,4 9 7 ). For t h i s  Moment i s  no t in  th e  f lu x  o f  ;; 
tim e, bu t in  God’ s hands; th e  Moment i s  no t even a moment in  th e  f lu x  o f tim e, 
b u t th e  Moment of God who i s  e t e r n a l .  Hence, in  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  Moment th e re ; % 
i s  no d if fe re n c e  o f tim es . The Moment of f a i t h  i s  th e  Moment o f th e  L ast 
Judgm ent, and th e  re v e rs e  i s  a l s o  t r u e .  For, we can say once more, th e  Moment 
i s  no t a moment in  tim e. In  th e  realm  of e t e r n i ty  th e re  i s  no d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  
betw een tim es . God’ s n e g a tio n  and God’ s a f f i rm a t io n  tak e  p la ce  i n  th e  e te rn a l  
Moment which has no d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between tim es. And t h i s  Moment, f o r  B a rth , 
i s  th e  Moment of r e v e la t io n .  This p o in t ,  th a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  on ly  in  
th e  Moment, w i l l  be d isc u sse d  l a t e r .  What i s  im p o rtan t h e re  i s  th a t  s in c e  . 
r e v e la t io n .  R e su rre c tio n , judgm ent, and even our f a i t h ,  ta k e  p lace  and a re  only 
i n  th e  e te rn a l  Moment, B arth  ta lk s ,  abou t th e  Moment w ith o u t s e p a ra t in g  tim es;
i t  i s  im p o ss ib le , fo r  B a rth , to  s e p a ra te  th e  tim es Of th e se  moments, fo r  th e
Moment i s  no t in  t im e .[1 ]
The second p o in t ,  which I  s h a l l  make in  o rd e r  to  show th a t ,  fo r  B a rth , th e  
Moment, i s  e te r n a l  ( t im e le s s )  Moment, i s  -  t h a t ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  Moment, 
as th e  moment of r e v e la t io n ,  r e v e a ls  th e  s e c r e t  o f tim e which i s  not i n  tim e,
b u t beyond tim e. T h e re fo re , th e  Moment of r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  t im e le s s  Moment. 
What i s  in t e r e s t i n g  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  p o in t i s  th a t  B arth  d is c u s s e s  th e  
r e v e la t io n  o f th e  s e c r e t  o f tim e i n  r e l a t i o n  to  h is  d o c tr in e  of God’ s n eg a tio n  
and God’ s a f f i rm a tio n .  Thus our d is c u s s io n  on t h i s  problem  w i l l  a ls o  be r e la te d
1. For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s th e o lo g y , see  
Thomas W. Q g le tre e . C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and H is to ry  ; A Cri t i c a l  a t
E rn s t T ro e lts c h  and K arl B arth  (New York; Abingdon P re s s , 1965), p .202; 
”Our tru e  hope l i e s  beyond tim e in  an e te r n a l  Moment, an ev en t o c c u rrin g  
on th e  boundary betw een tim e and e t e r n i ty .  [ I n  h is  e a r ly  w r i t in g s ]  B arth  
id e n t i f i e d  t h i s  ev en t as th e  R e su rre c tio n  o f J e su s  C h r i s t . ”
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no t reco g n ized  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  up to  th e  Moment, t h i s  Moment a ls o  r e v e a ls  "our 
la c k  o f h u m ility , our s i n " .[1 ]
In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  r e l a t e s  th e  s e c r e t  of tim e to  man ( th e  ’ e x is te n c e ’ ) .  
So th e  s e c r e t  of tim e i s  a ls o  th e  s e c r e t  o f th e  e x is te n c e . When th e  s e c r e t  of 
tim e i s  re v e a le d , th e  s in  pif man i s  a l s o  re v e a le d . However, as  we have seen , 
th e  s e c r e t  of tim e a ls o  im p lie s  th e  E te r n i ty ,  which i s  no t in  tim e , b u t i s  
re v e a le d  as  th e  prim al o r ig in  and th e  end o f tim e. S im ila r ly  in  th e  Moment in  
which th e  s in  o f man i s  re v e a le d  th e re  i s  a ls o  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f be ing  a
r ig h te o u s  man. The e te rn a l  Moment, fo r  B a rth , i s  th e  Moment in  which man i s
negated  and a t  th e  same tim e a ff irm e d . "Man," say s  B a rth , " i t  i s  who has been 
and w i l l  be in  God, who d ie s  and l i v e s ,  f a l l s  and s ta n d s ; i t  i s  man who i s  what
he i s  and i s  a l s o  what he i s  n o t; men i t  i s  who have been c re a te d  as  t h i s  o r
th a t  p a r t i c u la r  man and who have been a ls o  c re a te d  anew as th e  One; men i t  i s  
who a re  in d iv id u a ls  both  i n  t h e i r  p a r t i c u la r  o n c e - fo r - a l ln e s s  and in  t h e i r  
u n iv e r s a l i ty .  Men. a re  alw ays th e  f i r s t  AND th e  second; b u t they a re  th e  second 
i n  th e  overcoming o f th e  f i r s t ,  i n  C h r is t ;  th a t  i s  to  say , in  th e  in v i s i b l e  New
Age. We spend our y e a rs  a s  a t a l e  t h a t  i s  to ld  ----  t h i s  i s  th e  s e c r e t  o f tim e
which i s  made known in  th e  ’ Moment’ o f r e v e la t io n ,  in  th e  e te rn a l  ’Moment’ which 
alw ays i s ,  and y e t  i s  not"("R om ans," p .4 97 ). This Moment, th e re fo r e ,  i s  th e  
Moment in  which Adam and C h r is t  meet and s e p a ra te .  In  t h i s  Moment we a re  ’ in  
Adam’ and a t  th e  same tim e ’ in  C h r is t ’ ; b u t we a re  ’ in  C h r is t ’ i n  th e  
overcoming o f th e  s e l f  i n  Adam. In  t h i s  Moment, f i r s t  God " d r iv e s  men 
h e lp le s s ly  on to  th e  b a r r i e r  which hems them in ,  and hands them over to  th e  god
1. In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  a t  t h i s  tim e (1922) does no t d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
between ( 1 ) P la to ’ s  concep t o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  w orld o f Id eas  and 
th e  w orld o f Phenomena and (2) th e  meaning o f C h r is t ia n  r e v e la t io n .  
A ccording to  B a rth , P la to ,  l i k e  Abraham, had a lre a d y  seen  th a t  which w i l l  
be re v e a le d  in  C h r is t .  C f ."Romans," p p .45-47 , 85-90 . By eq u a tin g  P la to ’ s 
th in k in g  and th e  c o n te n t o f r e v e la t io n ,  B arth  b e tra y s  th a t  he u n d ers tan d s  
r e v e la t io n  as e te r n a l  r e v e la t io n .
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to  B a r th ’ s d o c tr in e  o f God’ s n e g a tio n  and God’ s a f f i rm a tio n .  A ccording to  
B a rth , th e  s e c r e t  o f tim e i s  n o t d i f f e r e n t  from th e  d i a l e c t i c  between th e  realm  
o f e t e r n i ty  and th a t  of tim e.
’’Between th e  p a s t  and th e  f u tu r e — betw een th e  tim es (Zw ischen den
Z e i te n ! )  , ’’ says B a rth , ’’th e r e  i s  a ’Moment’ th a t  i s  no Moment in  tim e. The
’Moment’ i s  th e  e t e r n a l  Moment — -- th e  NOW—  when th e  p a s t and th e  fu tu r e  s tan d  
s t i l l ,  when th e  form er cea se s  i t s  going and th e  l a t t e r  i t s  coming. Then i t  i s  
t h a t  tim e re v e a ls  i t s  s e c r e t :  i t  i s  not tim e which goes and c o m e s . . .”
("Romans," p i4 9 7 ). In  t h i s  passage B arth  r e l a t e s  th e  Moment and th e  s t r u c tu r e  
o f tim e; th e re  i s  th e  Moment in  which th e re  i s  no d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  of tim es—  
th e  e te r n a l  Moment; i n  t h i s  Moment th e re  appea rs  t h a t  which i s  n o t in  th e  f lu x
o f tim e, bu t r e v e a ls  th e  meaning o f  tim e. What i s  th a t?  We may quo te  one
p h rase  ±n r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  q u e s t io n :  " E te rn i ty ,  as th e  boundary o f tim e, i s  th e
end o f tim e; a s  th e  p rim al o r ig in  o f tim e, i t  i s  i t s  g oa l"  ("Romans," P .4 1 4 ). 
According to  t h i s  passag e , f o r  B a rth , th e  p rim al o r ig in  a n d :th e  end o f tim e i s
E te r n i ty ;  i t  i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e  concept o f th e  . s e c r e t  o f tim e, fo r
E te rn ity  i s  no t in  tim e , bu t i s  th e  meaning o f tim e as th e ,p r im a l  o r ig in  and th e  
end o f tim e. As f a r  as  t h i s  s e c r e t  o f tim e ( th a t  th e re  i s  th e  p rim al o r ig in  and 
th e  end o f tim e which i s  no t in  t im e ) , i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  Moment, t h i s  Moment i s
a ls o  r e la te d  to  e t e r n i ty ,  and i t  i s  a l s o  no t in  tim e. In  th e  e te r n a l  Moment we
know th a t  th e re  i s  som ething which i s  beyond tim e. According to  B a rth , to  f a i l  
to  reco g n ize  th a t  behind th e  v i s ib l e  [ t h a t  i s  i n  tim e] th e re  l i e s  th e  i n v i s i b l e  
u n iv e rs e , which i s  th e  O rig in  o f  a l l  c o n c re te  th in g s [ th e  E te r n a l ] ,  i s  "ou r la c k  
o f  h u m ility , our la c k  o f r e c o l l e c t io n ,  our la c k  of f e a r  i n  th e  p resen ce  o f God" 
("Romans," p .4 6 ) . And i t  i s  c a l le d  by B arth  S in . Yet i n  th e  e te r n a l  Moment,
th e re  appea rs  th a t  which i s  n o t i n  tim e; th e  Moment, th e re fo re ,  i s  th e  Moment
i n  which th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een tim e and e te r n i ty  i s  re v e a le d . And i f  we have
' . a m
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of t h i s  w orld"("R om ans," p .9 3 ) . By t h i s  judgm ent God a f f irm s  th a t  "beyond th e
b a r r i e r  a t  which we s tan d  i s  —  God"("Romans," p .9 3 ). For th e  r ig h te o u sn e ss  o f
God which i s  re v e a le d  in  t h i s  Moment i s  th e  so v e re ig n  and r e g a l  d is p la y  o f th e
power o f God. However, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , t h i s  judgm ent " in  which we s tan d  can
be understood  only  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  d iv in e  a f f i rm a t io n  from which i t
proceeds"(R om ans," p p .9 4 f . ) .  I t  i s  th e  meaning th a t  we a re  ' i n  C hris t*  in
overcoming th e  being  * in  Adam*. That i s  to  say , th e  marks o f human
u n rig h te o u sn e ss  and u n g o d lin e ss  a re  c ro ssed  i n  th e  Moment by th e  deeper marks of
th e  d iv in e  fo rg iv e n e s s .  "The d isc o rd  o f human d e f ia n c e ,"  says B a rth , " i s
p e n e tra te d  [ i n  t h i s  moment] by th e  underto n es  o f th e  d iv in e  melody
'N ev erth e less* "("R o m an s,"  p .9 5 ). In  t h i s  Moment, th e re fo re ,  G od's No and Yes
ta k e  p la c e . I t  i s  th e  Moment o f R e su rre c tio n , o f Judgment, and o f our f a i t h  as
we have seen  in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n .  In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  c a l l s  t h i s  Moment th e
C r i t i c a l  Moment(C f ."Romans," p p .1 6 5 f .) .
"As new men we s tan d  on th e  th re sh o ld  o f a new w orld . But th e  o ld  man 
a ls o  i s  mankind, hum anity, and th e  w orld o f men. Each p a r t i c u la r  man i s  
th e re fo r e  doubly c o n d itio n e d . He i s  c o n d itio n e d , on th e  one hand, by th a t  
which d is s o lv e s  h i s  p a r t i c u l a r i t y ,  and on th e  o th e r ,  by t h a t  which a f f irm s  
i t .  As th e  o ld  man, he i s  what he ' i s * ,  th e  man 'we* know, who i s  under
th e  w rath  o f God: as th e  new man, he i s  what he i s  n o t, th e  man 'we* do
not know, who i s  r ig h te o u s  b e fo re  God. A ccord ing ly , i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
c r i t i c a l  'Moment*, th e re  i s  opened up a p e rc e p tio n  which ex tends backwards
to  th e  a c tu a l  c o n te x t in  which a l l  men s tan d  by law , and forw ards to  a
r a d ic a l ly  d i f f e r e n t ,  and indeed  o p p o s ite , c o n te x t.  Both, however, a re  
u n iv e rs a l ,  o rd e r ly ,  n e c e ssa ry , and u n av o id ab le . I f  a man be j j i  Adam, he 
i s  an o ld , f a l l e n ,  im prisoned , c re a tu re :  i f  he i s  i n  C h r i s t? he i s  a
c r e a tu r e ,  new, re c o n c ile d  and redeem ed"("Rom ans," p p .164-165).
T h ere fo re , th e  c r i t i c a l  Moment i s  th e  Moment in  which we a re  condemned as th e
o ld  man and a t  th e  same tim e j u s t i f i e d  as th e  new man. Of co u rse , B arth , in
some p la c e s ,  speaks o f th e  trium ph o f C h r is t  and, th e r e f o r e ,  o f th e  new man:
"Genuine movement [betw een th e  o ld  man and th e  new man] can  tak e  p lace  only i f
th e  ba lan ce  between th e  two be w holly  and f i n a l l y  d i s tu r b e d . . .  C h r is t  i s
c o n tra s te d  w ith  Adam as th e  g o a l and purpose of t h i s  movement. Hence betw een
them th e re  can be no e q u ip o is e . As th e  g o a l , C h r is t  does no t m erely  expose a
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d i s t i n c t i o n .  He fo rc e s  a d e c is io n  between th e  two f a c to r s .  By doing t h i s ,  He
i s  not m erely th e  second, bu t th e  l a s t  Adam . . .  There can be no r e tu r n  movement
from the  r ig h te o u sn e ss  o f C h r is t  to  th e  f a l l  o f Adam"("Romans," p . 166). But we 
have to  remember th a t  here  B arth  speaks o f th e  e te rn a l  Moment, S u re ly , th e re  i s  
th e  trium ph of C h r is t  and, th e r e f o r e ,  o f th e  new man over th e  o ld  man. Only in  
th e  e t e r n a l ,  c r i t i c a l  moment, however, a re  we in  C h r is t ;  i n  t h i s  Moment we a re  
no lo n g e r th e  o b je c ts  o f God’ s n e g a tio n , b u t o f God’ s  a f f i rm a tio n .  Only in  t h i s  
Moment a re  we a lre a d y  j u s t i f i e d  and s a n c t i f i e d .  But w ith in  th e  f lu x  o f tim e we
a re  always th e  o ld  man. "The G o sp e l,"  says B a rth , " i s  th e  power of God, th e
power o f R e s u r re c t io n . . .  The Gospel i s  our l i f e ;  and y e t  i t  i s  no t our
life " ("R o m an s ,"  p. 1,66). "T h is  i s  th e  s ig n if ic a n c e  o f th e  c r i t i c a l  ’ Moment,’ 
which we name f a i t h  or R esu rrec tion"(R om ans,"  p . 166). T h e re fo re , in  th e  l a s t  : 
a n a ly s i s ,  th e  d i a l e c t i c  betw een ’ o ld ' and 'new ' i s  not a  c h ro n o lo g ic a l <
d i a l e c t i c ,  b u t a v e r t i c a l  d i a l e c t i c .  I t  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from th e  d i a l e c t i c  
betw een tim e and e t e r n i ty . [ 1 ]  And i t  i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  e te rn a l  Moment which 
does no t belong to  tim e.
But th i s .  Moment, as  th e  Moment in  which th e  s e c r e t  of tim e ( th e  d i a l e c t i c  
betw een tim e and e te r n i ty )  i s  r e v e a le d , has an in d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n  to  tim e. 
According to  B a rth , t h i s  Moment i s  between th e  tim es. Of co u rse , th e  e te r n a l
Moment i t s e l f  i s  not a  moment in  tim e. T his Moment i s  a  s p e c ia l  and q u a l i f i e d  |
Moment. T his e te r n a l  Moment i s  th e  Moment, com plete ly  h idden  and u n o b serv ab le . 
1. G od's w orld( New w orld)
E te rn ity  
New man
old  man
Time ( te m p o ra li ty )
Our World (Old World)
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Y et, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , "each  moment in  tim e i s  a p a ra b le  of th e  e te rn a l  
'Moment*"("Romans," p .497) .  B arth  goes on to  say : "Every moment in  tim e b e a rs
w ith in  i t  th e  unborn s e c r e t  o f r e v e la t io n ,  and every  moment can be thus 
q u a l i f ie d "  ("Romans," p .497) .  Of co u rse , t h i s  does no t mean th a t  e i t h e r  every  
Moment in  tim e i s  th e  e te r n a l  Moment or th a t  every  Moment in  tim e can be th e  
e te r n a l  Moment. F or, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  e te r n a l  Moment does n o t have 
te m p o ra li ty . The e te rn a l  Moment i s  th e  Moment which alw ays i s  and y e t  i s  n o t. 
T h ere fo re , i t  i s  th e  t im e le s s  Moment. Now we can e a s i ly  s e e  how B arth  r e l a t e s  
t h i s  e te r n a l  Moment to  h is  e sc h a to io g y .
The th i r d  p o in t ,  which we s h a l l  c o n s id e r  to  show th a t  th e  Moment i s  th e  
e te r n a l  and th e  t im e le s s  Moment, i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y  a t  t h i s  
tim e (1922) i s  a t im e le s s  e sch a to io g y  which has à c lo se  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  e te r n a l  
moment.
As we have seen , th e  Moment of r e v e la t io n ,  fo r  B a rth , i s  no t in  tim e , bu t 
th e  end o f tim e or th e  boundary o f tim e. This i s  th e  p o in t from which B arth  
draws ou t h is  e sc h a to io g y . B arth  se e s  th e  l a s t  ( eschaton ) i n  t h i s  Moment. For 
B a rth , th e  l a s t  i s  n o t th e  c h ro n o lo g ic a l l a s t .  On th e  c o n tra ry ,  th e  Moment in  
which I  co n fro n t God and H is n e g a tio n  i s  my l a s t ,  my d e a th . Y et, as  we can 
g uess in  th e  l i g h t  of th e  l a s t  d is c u s s io n , G od's 'N o ! ' must be transfo rm ed  in to  
G od 's 'Y e s ! ' ("Romans," p i l8 9 ) .  F o r, i n  f a c t ,  G od's 'No* i t s e l f  i s  a ' n e g a tio n ' 
fo r  th e  sake of G od 's a f f i r m a t io n . [1 ] Thé man who d ie s  i n  th e  Moment, th e re fo re ,  
l i v e s  a g a in  in  th e  Moment. " P re c is e ly ,"  says B a rth , "because th e  'No* o f God i s  
a l l - e m b ra c in g , . i t  i s  a ls o  H is ' Y es'"("R om ans," p .3 8 ) .  "He [ th e  new man] i s  th e  
z e ro -p o in t  between two b ranches o f a h yperbo la  s t r e tc h in g  to  i n f i n i t y ;  and
1. C f .K arl B arth  und E. Thurneysen, K om m .Schoenfer-G eistCMunich. 
1 9 2 4 ),8 .2 3 : " In  God th e  Yes and th e  No e x i s t  only fo r  th e  sake o f th e
Y es." c i te d  i n  G .C.Berkouwer, The Triumph S2Î. Grace i n  th e  Theology q£_  K arl 
B a r th , t r a n s .  Harry R. Boer (London: The P a te rn o s te r  P re s s , 1956),
p .40.
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being  t h i s  he [ th e  new man] i s ,  i n  un im aginable fa sh io n , bo th  end and b eg in n in g . 
The new s u b je c t ,  being  th a t  which i s  r a d ic a l ly  and a b s o lu te ly  'o t h e r ' ,  m ust, 
th e re fo re  be c o n tra s te d  w ith  what I  am; i t  i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  what I  am no t.
Under the  banner o f th e  d ea th  and th e  R e su rre c tio n  of C h r is t  —  th e  new man
comes in to  being  and I  am bo rn  from th e  above"("Rom ans," p . 149). Hence th e  
Moment of r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  l a s t ( 'e s c h a t o n ')  and a t  th e  same tim e th e  Moment o f 
th e  New C re a tio n  (o r  Prim al C re a tio n ) . ; But bo th  of them only e x i s t  in  th e  
Moment.
In  th i s  se n se , fo r  B a rth , th e re  a re  no e s c h a to lo g ic a l  ev en ts  in  th e  sense
th a t  a  s e r ie s  o f e s c h a to lo g ic a l  e v e n ts  w i l l  happen a t  th e  end o f tim e; th e re  i s
no end o f tim e in  t h i s  sense  of th e  word fo r  B a rth . B arth  say s:
The End o f which th e  New Testam ent speaks i s  no tem poral ev en t; no 
leg en d ary  'd e s t r u c t io n ' o f th e  w orld ; i t  has no th ing  to  do w ith  any 
h i s t o r i c a l ,  o r ' t e l l u r i c '  o r  cosmic c a ta s tro p h e . The end o f which th e  New 
Testam ent speaks i s  r e a l ly  th e  End; so u t t e r l y  th e  End, t h a t  i n  th e  
m easuring o f  n ea rn ess  o r d is ta n c e  . . .  a re  no t m erely o f l i t t l e ,  b u t o f no
im portance; so u t t e r l y  th e  End th a t  Abraham a lre a d y  saw th e  D a y --- and
was g la d . Who s h a l l  persuade us to  d ep re ss  in to  a  tem poral r e a l i t y  what 
can be spoken o f only  in  a p a ra b le ?  . . .  Who s h a l l  persuade us to  make of
God an id o l ,  and th e n , on th e  b a s is  o f so g rave  a m isu n d e rs tan d in g , b id  us
sham elessly  make l i g h t  of Him? Who s h a l l  persuade us to  tran sfo rm  our 
e x p e c ta t io n  o f th e  End , . .  in to  th e  e x p e c ta t io n  o f a co a rse  and b r u ta l  
. s p e c ta c le ?  Who s h a l l  be a b le  to  l u l l  us com fortab ly  to  s le e p  by adding a t  
th e  co n c lu s io n  o f  C h r is t ia n  Dogmatics a s h o r t  and p e r f e c t ly  harm less 
ch a p te r  e n t i t l e d  — 'E sc h a to lo g y '? " ("R o m a n s ,"p .5 0 0 ),
Does t h i s  mean th a t  B arth  does no t have any eschato iogy?  We cannot g iv e  an
a f f i rm a tiv e  answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n . R a th er, i t  means t h a t ,  fo r  B a rth , a s  we
have s a id ,  th e re  i s  no e sch a to io g y  in  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  sen se  of th e  word. That
i s  to  say , B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y  i s  a d i f f e r e n t  e sch a to io g y  from th a t  of
t r a d i t i o n a l  th e o lo g y .[1 ]  According to  B a rth , th e  End o f tim e i s  no t in  tim e, bu t
1, C f, "The end o f h is to r y  i s  not to  be in te r p r e te d  as  an end w ith in
tim e as we know i t ,  fo r  no end w ith in  tim e can be r e a l  and com plete end.
The end i s  a ls o  th e  b eg in n in g , and so th e  n ea rn ess  o f th e  end i s
in te r p r e te d  as th e  tra n s c e n d e n ta l r e l a t i o n  o f th e  p re se n t to  i t s  o r ig in  in
th e  e t e r n a l . "  T .F ,T o rra n c e 's  summary o f B a r th 's  though t on th e  "esch a to n "  
which i s  based oh The R e s u rre c tio n  qZ  th e  Dead ? p p .11 Of. T .F .T o rra n c e .oo. 
Q it . f p ♦78•
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beyond tim e ("Romans," p .500, p a ss im ). The End i s ,  i f  we can d isc o v e r  th e  F i r s t
o f tim e, from th e  F i r s t  o f tim e; f o r  th e  End o f tim e, l i k e  th e  F i r s t  o f  tim e,
i s  w hat i s  beyond tim e. We can r e l a t e  t h i s  to  B a r th 's  'tw o -w o rld s  th e o r y . ' As
we s h a l l  s e e , acco rd in g  to  B a r th , th e re  a re  two w orlds which a re  a b s o lu te ly
d i f f e r e n t  from one an o th e r; G od 's w orld and our w orld . G od's w orld i s  beyond
our w orld ; in  J e su s  C h r is t  who i s  in te r p r e te d  in  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su rre c tio n ,
G od's w orld touches our w orld , b u t w ith o u t touch ing  i t ,  fo r  th e  touch ing  ta k e s
p la ce  only in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment. In  t h i s  se n se , we can c a l l  B a r th 's
e sch a to io g y  tim e le s s  e sc h a to io g y .[1 ]  The tim e le s s  e sc h a to io g y , a s  a k ind  o f
e sc h a to io g y , a ls o  speaks o f th e  Kingdom o f God. B arth  a f f irm s  very  c l e a r ly  th e
r e a l i t y  o f th e  Kingdom of God:
"Above and beyond th e  a p p a re n tly  i n f i n i t e  s e r i e s  o f p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and
v i s i b i l i t i e s  i n  t h i s  w orld th e re  [ i n  th e  G ospel] b reak s f o r th ,  l i k e  a
f la s h  of l ig h te n in g ,  im p o s s ib i l i ty  and i n v i s i b i l i t y ,  no t as some s e p a ra te ,  
second, o th e r  th in g , b u t as th e  T ruth  of God which i s  now h idden , as  th e
Prim al O rig in  to  which a l l  th in g s  a re  r e la te d ,  a s  th e  d i s s o lu t io n  o f a l l
r e l a t i v i t y ,  and th e re f o r e  as th e  r e a l i t y  o f a l l  r e l a t i v e  r e a l i t i e s .
Though —  nay, r a th e r ,  because ----  human l i f e  i s  tem pora l, f i n i t e ,  and
p ass in g  to  c o r ru p tio n , i t  i s  re v e a le d  i n  th e  Gospel th a t  th e  g lo r io u s ,  
tr iu m p h an t, e x i s t e n t i a l  i n e v i t a b i l i t y  o f th e  Kingdom o f God canno t be 
h idden"("R om ans,"p .3 31 ).
As we can see  in  t h i s  p assag e , w h ile  B arth  c le a r ly  a f f irm s  th e  r e a l i t y  o f th e
Kingdom of God, he does no t a f f irm  th e  p resence of th e  Kingdom in  t h i s  tim e.
That i s  to  say , B arth  does no t reco g n ize  th e  p resence o f th e  f u tu r e  in  t h i s
tim e. In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  we cannot eq u a te  B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y  w ith  r e a l iz e d
e s c h a to io g y .[2 ] F o r, B arth  always speaks o f  th e  imminent coming o f th e  Kingdom
1. T .F .T o rran ce  a ls o  c a l l s  th e  e a r ly  B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y  't im e le s s  
e s c h a to io g y . ' C f .Thomas F .T o rra n c e .K arl B a rth : An In tro d u c t io n  to  His 
E arly  T h eo lo ev :1910-1931 ( London:SOM? 1 Q62). p p .78-80 .
2 . T his i s  because th e  term  'r e a l i z e d  e sc h a to io g y ' rem inds us of 
C .H .Dodd's e sch a to io g y  which i s  more s t a t i c  and P la to n ic .  Cf. 
C.H.Dodd,P a rab le s  o f th e  Kingdom (London: C o ll in s ,  1962); The A p o sto lic
P reach ing  âûsL I t s  Development ( London:Hodder and S tough ton , 1936). The 
person  who th in k s  o f e a r ly  B a r th 's  esch a to io g y  as ' t h e  r e a l iz e d  
e sc h a to io g y ' i s  P h i l ip  J .  R osato . See h is  book The S p i r i t  as Lord : The
Pneumatologv o f K arl B arth  (E d in b u rg h :T .T .C la rk , 1981), p .27 . I t  seems to  
me th a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  eq u a te  e a r ly  B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y  w ith  D odd's 
e sc h a to io g y , fo r  B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y  i s  more dynamic th a n  th a t  of Dodd.
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( C f ."Romans," p p .3 1 » 7 8 ,9 2 ,1 0 3 ). [1 ]  But B arth  does no t tak e  th e  same l i n e  as 
th o se  who ho ld  to  th e  th<^^ough-going (o r  c o n s is te n t)  e sc h a to io g y , e i t h e r .  F o r, 
as  we have seen , he does no t th in k  th e  "esch a to n "  to  be in  th e  f lu x  o f tim e. I t  
i s  t r u e ,  o f  co u rse , t h a t  B arth  speaks of th e  P a ro u sia  of C h r is t .  H is way of 
speak ing  about i t ,  however, i s  very  s p e c ia l :  "We should  aw ait th e  P a ro u s ia : we
sh o u ld , th a t  i s  to  say , a c c e p t our p re s e n t c o n d itio n  in  i t s  f u l l  s e r io u s n e s s ;
we should  apprehend J e su s  C h r is t  a s  th e  Author and F in ish e r" ("R o m an s ," p .501). 
In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  speaks o f " th e  e te r n a l  Moment o f th e  A ppearance, th e  
P a ro u s ia , th e  P resence o f Je su s  C hris t"("R om ans,"  p .4 9 9 ). T h ere fo re , fo r  B a rth , 
th e  P a ro u s ia  i s  a ls o  in  th e  e t e r n a l  Moment. The coming o f th e  Kingdom i s  i n  th e  
e te r n a l  Moment.
"By new."  says B a rth , "must always be understood  ±he e te rn a l  w orld i n  th e  
r e f l e c t i o n  o f  which we s ta n d  h e re  and now. The mercy o f God which i s  d ir e c te d  
tow ards us can be t r u e ,  and can rem ain  t r u e ,  only as a m ira c le  — 'v e r t i c a l  from 
above'"("R om ans," p .102). In  t h i s  sen se , f o r  B a rth , th e  new heaven and th e  new
e a r th  have a lre a d y  come in  th e  Moment. But we as men i n  tim e and h is to r y  s t i l l
aw ait th e  new heaven and th e  new e a r th ,  fo r  th e  new heaven and th e  new e a r th  
which have a lre a d y  come, a r e  only in  the  Moment.[2 ] T his i s  what i s  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f th e  t im e le s s  e sc h a to io g y . According to  B a rth , we have a lre a d y  
re c e iv e d  a l l  th in g s  (u n lik e  c o n s is te n t  esch a to io g y  which a w a its  th e  imminent 
coming o f the  Kingdom), b u t we must s t i l l  aw ait th e  coming o f th e  Kingdom
1, We can f in d  h e re  th e  in f lu e n c e  o f J .C .B lum hard t and G .Blumhardt on 
B a r th 's  e sch a to io g y , f o r  th e  B lum hardts were p re -m il le n a r ia n s .  C f .K arl 
B arth  ,£rûBL Housse au iû . R it s  c h i , t r .  B. Cozens and
H .H .H artw elK London:SCM,1959)» p p .5 8 8 ff ; B erkouw er.op. c i t . , p .4 5 f ;
T orrance, op. c i t . , p .3 6 .
2 . For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  e a r ly  B a r th 's  e sc h a to io g y , see  
Leonard de Moore, "The concep t of r e v e la t io n  in  B a rth ia n ism ,"  The Jo u rn a l 
o f R e l ig io n . XVII (1937 ), p . 135: "We a re  no t to  th in k  ; th a t  th e  term  
'e s c h a to lo g ic a l ' i n  th e  B a r th ia n  theo logy  means th e  d o c tr in e  of th in g s  
th a t  have no t y e t  tem p o ra lly  happened, b u t which we expec t w i l l  a t  some 
in d e f i n i t e  tim e in  th e  fu tu r e  occu r. E sc h a to lo g ic a l h e re  means th a t  which 
we w a it upon God fo r  in  each consc ious moment of our l i v e s ,  now."
Page 24
(u n lik e  r e a l iz e d  e sc h a to io g y ) . The a f f i rm a tio n  o f God, th e  p o s i t iv e  'Y e s ',  
acco rd in g  to  B a rth , i s  th e  Kingdom of God and th e  dom inion o f God("Romans," 
p .2 9 5 ). B ut, as we have seen , t h i s  'Y e s ' i s  only in  th e  hands o f God and i n  th e  
e te r n a l  Moment. In  t h i s  e t e r n a l  Moment we " s ta n d  a s  new men on th e  th re sh o ld  of 
th e  new w orld , th e  w orld o f life " ("R o m an s ,"  p . 166). I t  i s  th e  'a l r e a d y ' o f th e
tim e le s s  e sc h a to io g y . But t h i s  'a l r e a d y ' i s  not only a p a r t  of th e  Kingdom of
God or th e  Kingdom o f God, which i s  f u l f i l l e d  in  p r in c ip le ,  b u t th e  com plete 
f u l f i l lm e n t  or th e  consummation of th e  Kingdom of God. N e v e r th e le s s , B a r th 's  
e sch a to io g y  s t i l l  has an o th e r  f a c to r ;  th e  ' no t y e t . '  But i n  so fa.r as th e  
'a l r e a d y ' i s  th e  com plete f u l f i l lm e n t  o r consummation o f th e  Kingdom of God, th e  
'n o t  y e t '  i s  not a w a itin g  fo r  a consummation o f what i s  f u l f i l l e d  in  p r in c ip le .  
In  a  sen se , fo r  B a rth , th e  w a itin g  fo r  th e  Kingdom of God i s  a w a itin g  f o r  what 
i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y .  That i s  to  say , th e  Kingdom of God, f o r  B a r th , has 
a lre a d y  w holly come and a t  th e  same tim e has no t y e t  come a t  a l l .  The Kingdom 
o f God i s  w holly g iv e n  and i s  a t  th e  same tim e w holly v e i le d .  The r e l a t i o n  
between th e  'a l r e a d y ' and th e  'n o t  y e t , '  i n  a t im e le s s  e sc h a to io g y , i s  not 
d i f f e r e n t  from th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between tim e and e t e r n i ty .  In  th e  
e te r n a l  Moment, what i s  i n  th e  realm  o f e t e r n i ty  ( th e  Kingdom of God i n  t h i s
case) i s  always 'a l r e a d y ' i n  i t s  t o t a l i t y .  However, i n  th e  f lu x  o f tim e, th e
Kingdom of God i s  always 'h o t  y e t '  i n  i t s  t o t a l i t y .  Hence th e  s t r u c tu r e  of th e  
'a l r e a d y ' and th e  'r io t  y e t ' ,  l i k e  th e  te n s io n  of tim e and e t e r n i t y ,  produces th e  
e t e r n a l  KRISIS. The f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  a tim e le s s  e sch a to io g y  in  th e  second 
e d i t io n  of th e  "Romans" makes i t  c l e a r e r  th a t  th e  Moment w hich, as  we have seen  
in  th e  l a s t  few p a rag rap h s , i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  t h i s  e sc h a to io g y , i s  th e  
e t e r n a l  and t im e le s s  moment.
Having examined B a r th 's  use of th e  Moment in  th e  second e d i t io n  o f th e
"Romans?' from th re e  a s p e c ts ,  we can now conclude th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  Moment does
no t have te m p o ra lity  and, th e r e f o r e ,  i s  th e  tim e le s s  Moment. In  t h i s  se n se .
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B a r th 's  use o f th e  term  'Moment' i s  c o n s id e ra b ly  d i f f e r e n t  from t h a t  of
K ierk eg aard . For K ierk eg aard , a s  we s h a l l  see  in  c h a p te r  I I I  o f t h i s  s tu d y , th e  
'Moment' i s  th e  'Moment' i n  tim e, a tim e which i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from our tim e. 
The im portance o f th e  Moment; fo r  K ierk eg aard , l i e s  i n  i t s  te m p o ra li ty . That i s  
to  say , i f  th e  moment i s  n o t a moment in  tim e, th e n  what i s  im p o rtan t i s  only  in  
th e  realm  o f e t e r n i ty .  B ut, a cco rd in g  to  K ierkegaard , th e  Moment i s  a d e c is iv e  
Moment because o f i t s  te m p o ra li ty .  T h e re fo re , fo r  K ierk eg aard , th e  moments to  
which th e  term  ' moment' i s  a p p l ie d , a re  d i f f e r e n t  moments i n  tim e. And th e  
moments a re  in  tim e, , The f a c t  th a t  f o r  B a rth , u n lik e  i n  th e  case  of
K ierk eg aard , th e  Moment i s  no t th e  moment in  tim e im p lie s  two p o in ts  which a re  
very  im p o rtan t fo r  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f B a r th 's  view o f r e v e la t io n .  And i n  
th e se  two p o in ts ,  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  and 
th a t  of K ierkegaard , a r e  a ls o  r e f l e c t e d .
F i r s t ,  as  we have m entioned s e v e ra l  tim es , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , s in c e  
r e v e la t io n  ta k es  p lace  only  in  t h i s  e te r n a l  Moment, r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  no t in  
tim e, h is to r y  and our w orld . I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f c o u rse , t h a t  th e re  a re  some p la c e s  
i n  which B arth  seems to  h in t  a t  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  and th e  
th in g s  which a re  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  and which s tan d  in  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n .  
However, even i n  such c a se s , B arth  does no t equate  'r e v e l a t i o n  i t s e l f  w ith  
' t h a t  which a re  in  t im e '.  F o r, acc o rd in g  to  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  as th e  happening 
o r th e  even t i n  th e  e te r n a l  Moment which i s  not in  tim e, does no t belong to  
tim e. T h e re fo re , even Je su s  h im se lf  as an  h i s t o r i c a l  p e rso n  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  
i n  tim e and h is to r y  as such i s  no t r e v e la t io n ,  as  we s h a l l  soon s e e . [1 ] Only
Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su r re c tio n  i s  reg ard ed  by
th e  e a r ly  B arth  as r e v e la t io n .  A ccording to  B a rth , i f  J e su s  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d
1. Cf. s e c t io n  2 and 3 o f t h i s  c h a p te r ; Colm O 'G rady,The Church i n  
th e  Theology o f K arl B arth  (L ondon:G eoffrey Chapman, 1968), p . 15: "As th e  
C h r is t ,  a s  r e v e la t io n ,  Je su s  i s  no t h i s t o r i c a l .  The man J e s u s ,  th e  l i f e  
o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s ,  i s  no t r e v e la t io n ."
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i n  tim e, h is to r y ,  and our w orld cou ld  be regarded  as  r e v e la t io n ,  th e n  G od 's 
r e v e la t io n  would be a r e l a t i v e  one. F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , what i s  i n  tim e, 
w hatever i t  may b e , canno t be a b s o lu te .  But " th e  T ruth  o f God i s  not l i a b l e  to  
th e  'f l u x  o f h i s t o r y , '  H is a c t io n  can n e i th e r  be p e rce iv ed  everyw here nor be 
d ism issed  as being  nowhere"("Rom ans," p .2 7 7 ). Hence, r e v e la t io n  i s  in  th e  
Moment which alw ays i s  and a t  th e  same tim e i s  n o t. Only Je su s  C h r is t ,  who i s  
no t in  tim e and h is to r y ,  b u t i s  i n  th e  l i g h t  of R e s u rre c tio n  which i s  a ls o  not 
i n  tim e, can be reg ard ed  as r e v e la t io n .  [1 ]
T his p o in t i s  c l e a r e r  when we c o n s id e r  B a r th 's  d i a l e c t i c  betw een r e v e la t io n  
and th e  im presses o f th e  r e v e la t io n .  In  h is  e x e g e s is  on Romans 3 :2 0 , B arth  says 
a s  fo llo w s ; "What advantage th en  h a th  th e  Jew? He has an adv an tag e . He
p o sse sse s  law  th e  im p ress  r e v e la t io n  —  e x p e rie n c e , r e l i g io n ,  p ie ty ,
p e rc e p tio n , v is io n ;  in  f a c t ,  he has a B ib l ic a l  outlook"("R om ans," p .9 0 ). 
A ccording to  t h i s  p assag e , what a re  found in  th e  Old Testam ent a re  " th e  
im p resses  of th e  r e v e la t io n "  w hich a re  th e  r e s u l t s  o f th e  r e v e la t io n ,  so  t h a t  
th e se  " im p resses  o f th e  r e v e la t io n "  a r e  s ig n s ,  w itn e s s e s , ty p e s , r e c o l l e c t io n s ,  
and s ig n -p o s ts  to  th e  r e v e la t io n .  We must ask  - — w hat, th e n , i s  th e  
r e v e la t io n ?  B a r th 's  answ er to  t h i s  q u e s tio n  i s  more ambiguous. But t h i s  
am biguity  may be th e  c lu e  to  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .  So f a r  we 
have seen , B arth  says th a t  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  i s  th e  'r e v e l a t i o n '  and, th e r e f o r e ,  
what i s  in t e r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  of R e su rre c tio n  [ e . g . , Je su s  C h r is t]  can  be 
c a l le d  r e v e la t io n .  Does B a rth , now i n  t h i s  e x e g e s is  on Romans 3 :2 0 , s a n c tio n
1. And, th e r e f o r e ,  God who i s  re v e a le d  in  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  only  an 
unknown God. God i s  known, says B a rth , a s  th e  unknown God. See Monsma's 
in t e r e s t in g  summary o f e a r ly  B a r th 's  view o f God ( p p . c i t . . p p .7 9 f . ) :  "He
[God] i s  th e  pu re  boundary and th e  pure beg inn ing  o f a l l  t h a t  which we 
a re ,  have, and do, s ta n d in g  opposed to  man and a l l  th in g s  human . . . .  He 
i s  never id e n t ic a l  w ith  what we c a l l  God o r su rm ise  to  be God. He i s  th e  
u n c o n d itio n a l H a iti  w ith  re fe re n c e  to  a l l  human u n r e s t ,  and th e  
u n c o n d itio n a l Forward! w ith  re fe re n c e  to  a l l  human r e s t ,  th e  Yes in  human 
No, th e  No i n  human Yes, th e  F i r s t  and th e  L as t and a s  such th e  unknown."
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o th e r  r e v e la t io n s  b e s id e s  th é  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  R esu rrec tio n ?  What i s  im p o rtan t
i n  t h i s  co n n ec tio n  i s  th a t  B arth  does n o t c a l l  what a re  found i n  th e  Old
Testam ent " th e  im p resses  o f r e v e l a t i o n s ,"  b u t " th e  im p resses  o f th e  r e v e la t io n ."
T h ere fo re , even though B arth  acknow ledges an o th e r r e v e la t io n ,  th a t  r e v e la t io n  i s
only one r e v e la t io n .  What, th e n , i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  r e v e la t io n  in  th e
Old Testam ent p e rio d  and th e  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  R esu rrec tio n ?  To answ er t h i s
q u e s tio n  we s h a l l  quo te  once a g a in  from B a r th 's  e x e g e s is  o f Rom. 3 :2 1 :
"The r e v e la t io n  o f th e  r ig h te o u s n e ss  o f God i s  w itn e ssed  by th e  law and 
th e  p ro p h e ts : i t  has been p rocla im ed  long  ago. Abraham saw th e  day when
God would judge th e  w orld in  r ig h te o u s n e ss ;  Moses saw i t  a l s o ; th e  
P rophets  saw i t ;  Job and th e  P sa lm is ts  saw i t .  We a re  encompassed by a
cloud  o f  w itn e sse s  who s to o d , a l l  o f them, in  th e  l i g h t  of t h i s  day ; fo r
th e  meaning o f every  epoch in  h i s to r y  i s  d i r e c t ly  r e l a t e d  to  God. In  His 
r ig h te o u s n e ss  every  prom ise i s  f u l f i l l e d . . . . T h e  M essiah i s  th e  end o f 
mankind and h e re  a ls o  God i s  found fa ith fu l" ("R o m a n s ,"  p p .9 5 f .)
What B arth  t r i e s  to  s t a t e  i n  t h i s  p assag e , we may say , i s  th e  u n iv e rs a l  meaning
o f th e  r e v e la t io n  which i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e s u rre c tio n . Je su s
C h r is t ,  who i s  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  and, th e r e f o r e ,  i s  no t in
h is to r y  and tim e, i s  th e  f u l f i l lm e n t  of a l l  human a c t i v i t y .  Hence, fo r  B a rth ,
r e v e la t io n  only e x i s t s  in  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su rre c tio n ; i t  only  e x i s t s  i n  the
e te r n a l  Moment. What has rem ained in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  in  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s
r e v e la t io n ,  i s  only  th e  im press o f t h i s  r e v e la t io n .  "The e f fu lg e n c e , o r ,
r a th e r ,  th e  c r a t e r , "  says  B a rth , "made a t  th e  p e rc u ss io n  p o in t  o f an exp lod ing
s h e l l ,  th e  vo id  by which th e  p o in t  on th e  l i n e  o f in t e r s e c t i o n  makes i t s e l f
known in  th e  c o n c re te  w orld h i s to r y ,  i s  no t th a t  o th e r  w orld which touches our
w o r ld . . . "("Rom ans," p .2 9 ) . And a g a in , " . . . . t h e  C ra te r ,  by which th e  ho ly  men
[o f  th e  Old Testam ent] s i t  and w a it ,  i s  b u rn t out"("R om ans," p .7 4 ) . What i s  in
tim e , w hatever i t  may b e , canno t be d i r e c t l y  id e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  r e v e la t io n .
Not only  what i s  i n  th e  Old Testam ent, b u t a ls o  even th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  who i s
i n  tim e and h is to r y  i s  in  th e  same s i t u a t io n .  That i s  to  say , n e i th e r  o f them
a re  r e v e la t io n ,  even though r e v e la t io n  i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  them. B a r th 's
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d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  and what i s  i n  tim e in  r e l a t i o n  to  
t h i s  r e v e la t io n ,  we may say , i s  r e l a t e d  to  B a r th ’ s d o c tr in e  o f th e  e te rn a l  
Moment. F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  i s  only  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment and, 
th e re f o r e ,  cannot be i n  tim e.
Secondly , we f in d  th a t  th e  same s t r u c tu r e  p e r ta in s  when we look  a t  f a i t h ,
even though i t  i s  no t so c l e a r  as i n  th e  case  of r e v e la t io n .  As f a r  as f a i t h  i s
th e  f a i t h  in  God who re v e a ls  h im se lf  in  th e  Moment, f a i t h  i t s e l f  a lso  cannot be 
i n  tim e, b u t i s  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment. T his i s  th e  p o in t which I  s h a l l  argue in  
th e  nex t few p a rag rap h s .
In  most c a se s , i n  f a c t ,  B arth  speaks o f th e  ’Moment’ a s  th e  ’Moment’ o f 
f a i t h .  For exam ple, B arth  say s : " I t  i s  th e  ’Moment’ when men a re  moved by God,
by th e  tru e  God, th e  C re a to r  and Redeemer o f  men and o f a l l  human th in g s ;  th e  
’Moment’ when men su rre n d e r  them selves and a l l  t h a t  they a re  to  God. The 
’ Moment’ o f th e  movement of men by God i s  beyond m en.. . ."("R om ans," p .1 1 0 ) .[ l3  
What we can see  in  t h i s  passage i s  t h a t  the  Moment of f a i t h  i t s e l f  i s  beyond
men; i t  r e s t s  in  God’ s hand. B arth  e le v a te s  th e  Moment o f f a i t h  to  th e  rea lm
of th e  ’beyond’ . T h e re fo re , fo r  B a rth , f a i t h  i t s e l f  i s  som ething tra n sc e n d e n t 
which does no t belong to  tim e and t h i s  w o r ld .[ 2 ]
Hence, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , any o u te r  ex p re ss io n  o f f a i t h ,  because i t  i s  a 
c o n c re te  e x p re s s io n  i n  tim e, canno t be equated  w ith  f a i t h  i t s e l f . [ 3 ] In  t h i s  
sen se , B arth  say s : "Genuine f a i t h  i s  a v o id , an  o b eisan ce  b e fo re  th a t  which we
can never b e , or do, o r possess"("R om ans,"  p .88) .  This means no t only th a t  th e
1. C f ."Romans," p p .33 , 11 O ff, 124, 166, 202, 227, 366, 381.
2 . Cf, Colm O’ Grady ,JEtLâ Church I n  th e  Theology n f. K arl B arth
( London:G eoffrey Chapman, 1968), p . 18: " F a ith  i s  a d iv in e  a c t .  I t s
o b je c t i s  God, and no human a c t  can have God f o r  i t s  o b je c t:  God i s  in
man fo r  only God can h e a r  th e  Word o f God."
3 . Of. John M cConnachie,"The Teaching o f  K arl B a r th ." The H ib b ert
J o u rn a l . XXV (1 9 2 7 ), p .396: " F a ith  i s  no t to  be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  i t s
h i s t o r i c a l  or p sy c h o lo g ic a l m a n ife s ta t io n s .  I t  l i e s  com plete ly  o u ts id e
th e  phenomenal w orld . I t  i s  no t v i s i b l e  to  man."
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o b je c t  of f a i t h  i s  no t i n  tim e, b u t a ls o  th a t  th e  f a i t h  which b e l ie v e s  th e  
o b je c t of f a i t h  i t s e l f  i s  n o t i n  tim e and i s  th e re fo re  a vo id  i n  tim e. Thus, 
"even f a i t h ,  i f  i t  p roceeds from an y th in g  b u t a v o id , i s  u n b e l ie f ;  f o r  i t  i s  
th en  once a g a in  th e  appearance o f th e  s la v e ry  o f u n rig h te o u sn e ss  seek in g  to  
su p p ress  th e  dawning t r u t h  of God, th e  d is tu rb a n c e  o f a l l  d is tu rb in g s "  
("Romans," p .5 7 ) . Genuine f a i t h  i t s e l f ,  fo r  B a rth , i s  no t in  tim e. T his i s  an 
in e v i ta b le  consequence of th e  f a c t  t h a t  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  only  in  th e  e te r n a l  
moment.[1]
However, t h i s  does n o t mean th a t  th e re  i s  no th ing  which i s  r e l a t e d  to  f a i t h  
i n  tim e. There i s  som ething which can be r e la te d  to  f a i t h  in  tim e. But as f a r  
as  t h a t  which i s  r e la te d  to  f a i t h  o r even c a l le d  f a i t h  ( i n  tim e) i s  i n  tim e , i t  
i s  no t f a i t h  i n  a r e a l  sen se  of the. word. Genuine f a i t h  as  th e  B eg inn ing , th e  
M irac le , and th e  C re a tio n  " c o n fro n ts  even th e  moment [which i s  in  tim e] when we 
b e l ie v e d " ( "Romans," p .4 9 9 ). No c o n c re te  th in g s  belong to  God’ s realm . B arth  
t r i e s  to  d is t in g u is h  c le a r ly  betw een " tim e  and th e  s tra n g e  Moment o f e te r n i ty "  
("Romans," p .4 9 9 ). In  t h i s  sen se , th e  moment of f a i t h  i t s e l f  must be d e sc r ib e d  
a s  fo llo w s : " I t  i s  no t tim e b u t e t e r n i ty  which l i e s  ’ beyond’" ("Romans,"
p .5 0 0 ). In  so f a r  as  we a re  in  th e  e te r n a l  moment, we a re  in  f a i t h  and we 
b e lie v e  i n  God and H is r e v e la t io n .  But in  so f a r  as we a re  in  tim e , we a re  no t 
i n  f a i t h  and we do no t b e lie v e  i n  God and H is r e v e la t io n .  The fo llo w in g  passage 
sum m arises w e ll B a r th ’ s th in k in g  on t h i s  problem : " In  tim e, we a re  vessels of
w ra th : in  E te r n i ty ,  we a re  no t m erely som ething more, bu t som ething u t t e r l y
d i f f e r e n t ;  we a re  v e s s e ls  o f m ercv"( " Romans,"  p .3 60 ).
Only in  t h i s  co n n ec tio n  can we u n d ers tan d  B a r th ’ s f a r - r e a c h in g  c r i t i c i s m  o f
1. In  a sen se , one of th e  rea so n s  why B arth  t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  
’ p i s t i s ’ , f i r s t  o f a l l ,  a s  ’ God’ s f a i t h f u ln e s s ’ can be seen  in  t h i s  
co n n ec tio n . As f a r  as man’ s f a i t h  in  tim e i s  concerned , i t  cannot be th e  
b a s is  o f th e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f man by God. Cf. "Romans," PP.41 -42 , 78 -81 .
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r e l i g i o n . [2 ] A ccording to  B a r th ’ s th in k in g , as  we have seen , a l l  th in g s  which 
belong  to  man, tim e, and t h i s  w orld , even though they  a re  th e  e x p re s s io n s  o f 
f a i t h ,  canno t be d i r e c t l y  equated  w ith  f a i t h ,  which belongs to  th e  realm  of 
’Beyond’ . [3 ] In  t h i s  sen se , f a i t h  i s  n e i th e r  p ie ty  nor a  r e l i g io n ;  ’’F a i th  . . .  
i s  never id e n t i c a l  w ith  ’ p i e t y ; ’ however pure and however d e l i c a t e .  In  so f a r
as ’ p i e ty ’ i s  a s ig n  o f th e  occu rren ce  o f f a i t h ,  i t  i s  so as th e  d i s s o lu t io n  o f
a l l  o th e r  co n c re te  th in g s  and suprem ely as d is s o lu t io n  o f i t s e l f "  ("Romans," 
p .40 . Cf. "Romans,’’ p. 128). In  th e  moment in  tim e in  which we say th a t  we 
b e l ie v e  in  God, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , we a re  in  u n b e l ie f .  For genu ine f a i t h  i s  
no t in  tim e; i n  th e  moment in  tim e i n  which our f a i t h  i s  v i s i b l e  we a re
u n b e l ie v e rs .
As i t  i s  w ell-know n, B arth  does no t d i f f e r e n t i a t e  betw een th e  o b je c t of
re p ro b a t io n  and th e  o b je c t  o f e l e c t io n .  As f a r  as th e  o b je c t i s  concerned ,
th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e  between God’ s e l e c t io n  and re p ro b a tio n ; th e  Church of
Esau i s  th e  Church o f J a c o b .[4 ] Does t h i s  mean th a t  th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e
between e le c t io n  and re p ro b a tio n ?  No, th e re  i s  an a b s o lu te  d if f e re n c e  between
them. What i s  th e  d if fe re n c e ?
"The Church o f Esau a lo n e  i s  o b se rv a b le , knowable and p o s s ib le .  I t  may be 
seen  a t  Je ru sa lem , o r Rome, o r W itten b e rg , o r Geneva. The p a s t and th e
2 . Cf. Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r ,  The Theology o f  K arl B a r th , t r a n s ,  
John Drury (New York; H o lt, R in e h a rt and W inston, 2972), p. 53: "The 
second e d i t io n  [ o f  th e  "Romans"] i s  l i k e  dynam ite, i t  re v o lu t io n iz e d  
r e l i g io n  and d e r iv e s  us to  th e  a b y ss ."
3 . Cf. "Romans," p .366: "R e lig io n  i s  no t th e  Kingdom of God, even 
i f  i t  be the  Kingdom of G od-R elig ion  o f B lum hardt’ s decaden t s u c c e sso rs . 
R e lig io n  i s  a  human work ...W hen  th e  Church speaks o f f a i t h ,  i t  means 
n o to r io u s ly  a p r o f i t a b le  ’ som eth ing’ . . . .  But how can a human work be th e  
f a i t h  by which men a re  j u s t i f i e d  by God? . . . .  Can th e re  be a ’ suprem e’ 
r e l i g io n ,  a h ig h e s t  p in n a c le  of a l l  human work, i n  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
God and man? I f  such a  r e l i g i o n  can be found any where, i t  would be in  
th e  ’ r e l i g i o n ’ o f  th e  p ro p h e ts  and p sa lm is t of I s r a e l ,  which i s  nowhere 
e x c e lle d , c e r t a in ly  no t in  th e  h is to r y  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  and ho t even in  
th e  s o - c a l le d  ’ R e lig io n  o f J e s u s , ’ B ut, i n  f a c t ,  a r e l i g io n  adeq u a te  to  
r e v e la t io n  and congruen t to  th e  r ig h te o u sn e ss  o f God, a law o f 
r ig h te o u s n e s s ,  i s  u n a t ta in a b le  by men, ex cep t in  th e  m ira c le  of 
th e ’ a b so lu te  Moment.’ "
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f u tu r e  can be comprehended r e s t l e s s l y  under i t s  name. The Church o f Esau
i s  th e  realm  where f a i l u r e  and c o r ru p tio n  may be found, th e  p la ce  where
schism s and re fo rm a tio n s  o ccu r. But th e  Church o f Jacob i s  cap ab le  o f no 
l e s s  p re c is e  d e f in i t i o n .  I t  i s  u n o b serv ab le , unknowable, and im p o ss ib le  
Church, capab le  n e i th e r  of expansion  nor of c o n t ra d ic t io n ;  i t  has n e i th e r  
p lace  nor name nor h i s to r y ;  men n e i th e r  communicate w ith  i t  nor a re  
excommunicated from i t .  I t ,  i s  sim ply th e  f r e e  G race o f God, His C a llin g  
and E le c tio n ;  i t  i s  B eginning  and End" ("Romans," p p .3 4 l f . ) .
The d if f e re n c e  betw een th e  Church of Jacob and th e  Church o f  Esau, th e r e f o r e ,  i s  
th e  d if f e re n c e  between th e  realm s to  which they be long . What i s  in  God’ s realm  
o f e t e r n i ty  i s  what i s  e le c te d :  what i s  i n  th e  rea lm  o f tim e i s  what i s
re p ro b a te .  They a re  r e l a t e d  to  one a n o th e r . So B arth  im m ediately  adds as
fo llo w s : "Our speech i s  o f  th e  Church of Esau, fo r  we can speak o f none o th e r .
But we cannot speak o f i t  w ith o u t r e c o l le c t in g  th a t  i t s  theme i s  th e  Church of 
Jaco b . The very  l i f e  o f Esau, q u e s tio n a b le  as i t  i s ,  depends upon Jacob ; and 
he i s  Esau on ly  because he i s  n o t Jacob" ("Romans," p .3 4 2 ). However, as  f a r  as 
we a re  in  tim e, we cannot be d i r e c t l y  members of th e  Church o f Jacob . Only in  
th e  e te r n a l  Moment of r e v e la t io n  and genu ine f a i t h  which i s  no t in  tim e a re  we 
members o f  th e  Church o f J a c o b ,[5 ]
The usage o f Moment a s  th e  e t e r n a l  Moment makes B arth  p lace  r e v e la t io n  and
genuine f a i t h  no t i n  tim e (man’ s realm , and our w o rld ) , bu t in  th e  e te r n a l  
Moment and, th e re f o r e ,  i n  God’ s realm  o f e t e r n i ty ,  B arth  h im se lf  th in k s  t h a t
th i s  i s  th e  only  way to  g u a ra n te e  God’ s freedom in  His r e v e la t io n  and H is 
r e l a t i o n  w ith  man. Here we can f in d  a  d if f e re n c e  betw een B a r th ’ s p o s i t io n  on
4 , Cf. Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r ,o p . c i t . . p .90: " In  th e  "Romans," 
th e  Church was n e c e s s a r i ly  th e  r a z o r ’ s edge o f d i a l e c t i c s .  Seen from 
God’ s p o in t of view , i t  i s  th e  rea lm  of God’ s  r e v e la t io n ,  th e  ’ in v i s i b l e  
Church of J a c o b ,’ Seen from man’ s p o in t of view , i t  i s  th e  ’ v i s i b l e  church 
o f E sa u ,’ th e  realm  of s in f u l  p r id e  when th e  d iv in e  i s  an throm orphized  and 
viewed s u b je c t iv e ly .  ’ The Church i s  th e  g r e a t  n eg a tio n  o f R ev e la tio n . 
Atheism i s  th e  a u th e n t ic  essen ce  o f th e  C hurch." See a ls o  P e te r
H. Monsma, op . , c i t . , p p .8 l f f .
5 . Cf. P e te r  H. Monsma,o p . c i t . . p .82: "Double p r e d e s t in a t io n  does 
not d iv id e  men, b u t c o n s t i tu te s  t h e i r  d eep e st community, w ith  re s p e c t  to  
i t  a l l  men occupy th e  same p la ce  . . . .  For jia  th e  v i s i b l e  Jacob i s  Esau 
and only th e  i n v i s i b l e  Esau i s  Ja c o b ."
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re v e la t io n  and f a i t h  and t h a t  of K ierkegaard . K ie rk eg aard , as  we s h a l l  see  in  
c h a p te r  I I I ,  f in d s  th a t  i n  God’ s  r e v e la t io n  God b inds h im se lf  to  tim e, man, and 
th i s  w orld . In  th e  Moment o f In c a rn a t io n  God became an in d iv id u a l  man and, 
th e re f o r e ,  a f t e r  th e  moment of In c a rn a t io n  th e re  i s  th e  in c a rn a te  one ( th e  
God-man), "God in  tim e ,"  f o r  K ierk eg aard , i s  th e  God-man in  tim e and h i s to r y .  
And i n  th e  case  o f f a i t h ,  f a i t h  i s  a l s o  i n  tim e, f o r ,  acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , 
we can b e lie v e  i n  God and H is r e v e l a t i o n  a f t e r  th e  moment (which i s  in  tim e) o f  
New B ir th .  In  so f a r  as th e  moment o f New, B ir th  i s  in  tim e , f a i t h  i s  a ls o  in  
tim e. Both of th e se  d if fe re n c e s ,, come from t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  use o f th e  term 
"Moment,"Cl 3
Up to  now, we have co n s id e re d  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f Moment in  th e  second 
e d i t io n  o f th e  "Romans" and drawn ou t th é  im p lic a tio n s  o f such a use of 
"Moment." What has been shown by our c o n s id e ra tio n  i s  t h a t  f o r  B a rth , u n lik e  
K ierkegaahd, Moment i s  th e  e te rn a l  Moment which does no t belong to  tim e. In  th e  
l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  th e re f o r e ,  th e  d if f e re n c e  between B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f Moment 
and t h a t  of K ierkegaard  comes from B a r th ’ s e t e r n a l i z a t i o n  o f th e  moment. This 
e t e r n a l i z a t i o n  i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  B a r th ’ s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  
betw een r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y ,  which we s h a l l  c o n s id e r  in  th e  next s e c t io n .
1, R .H .R oberts su g g e s ts  an i n t e r e s t in g  c o n t r a s t  betw een th e  e a r ly  
B arth  and K ierkegaard : "The e x i s t e n t i a l  d i a l e c t i c  o f  th e  tem poral and th e
e te rn a l:  found in  K ierk eg aard , i n  which the  e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  ’i n  tim e ’
comes in to  r e l a t i o n  w ith  th e  e te rn a l  ’ i n  tim e ’ , becomes i n  B arth  an
e s c h a to lo g ic a l  c r i s i s ,  a c o n f ro n ta tio n  o f th e  tem poral by a consuming
e t e r n i t y . "  (" B a r th ’ s p o C trih e  o f Time," i n  S.W .Sykes ( e d , ) ,  K arl B arth ;
S tu d ie s  qL  H is T h eo lo g ica l Method(O xford :C larendon  P re s s ,  1979)> p. 9 6 ),
2What i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and h is to ry ?  T his i s  th e  q u e s tio n  which 
we s h a l l  ask  o f B arth  in  t h i s  s e c t io n .  There a re  l o t s  o f problem s which may be 
r a is e d  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  q u e s tio n . I s  th e re  any room fo r  h i s t o r i c a l  
r e v e la t io n  in  th e  "Romans"? What i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  
who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  in  h is to r y  and r e v e la t io n ?  Does r e v e la t io n  have any r e l a t i o n  
to  h is to ry ?
To d isc o v e r B a r th ’s p o s i t io n  on th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  in  
th e  "Romans", we s h a l l  fo llow  th i s  o u t l in e :  (1) How does B arth  u n d ers tan d  th e
r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  in  
h is to r y ? ;  (2) How does B arth  u n d ers tan d  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and 
h is to r y  in  g e n e ra l? ; (3) How does B arth  und ers tan d  O verbeck’s s p e c ia l  term  
"U rg esch ich te"  and r e l a t e  i t  to  th e  problem  of th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  
and h is to ry ?
Through th i s  c o n s id e ra t io n  I  hope to  show th a t ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , even 
though h is to r y  has a r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  sense th a t  in  r e v e la t io n  th e  
meaning o f h is to ry  i s  re v e a le d , h is to r y  as  a s e r ie s  o f happenings in  tim e has 
no th ing  to  do w ith  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  sense  th a t  r e v e la t io n  does no t tak e  p lace  
in  th e  f lu x  o f  h i s to r y .  Even in  th e  case  of J e su s , as f a r  as  he i s  in  h i s to r y ,  
Je su s  i s  not r e v e la t io n .  Only in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u r re c tio n  can Je su s  C h r is t  
who i s  no t in  h is to r y  be reg a rd ed  a s  r e v e la t io n .  T h ere fo re  r e v e la t io n  does no t 
belong to  h i s to r y ,  but to  "U rg esch ich te "  which i s  above h is to r y .  We can show 
th a t  i n  th e se  th re e  p o in ts  B a r th ’s u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  o f r e v e la t io n  
and h is to r y  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  o f K ierkegaard  which we s h a l l  c o n s id e r  in  
c h a p te r  I I I  o f th i s  s tu d y .
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L et us s t a r t  from B a r th ’s u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  
and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s , By th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Jesu s  we mean th e  h i s t o r i c a l  p e rso n  
Jesu s  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  i n  p a s t h i s to r y .  According to  B a rth , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  
J e s u s , Je su s  o f  N azare th , l iv e d  in  th e  y e a rs  A.D. 1-30 and d ied  on th e  c ro s s . 
What i s  im p o rtan t fo r  B a rth , how ever, i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  J e su s  has been d e c la re d  
to  be ’’th e  Son o f  God w ith  power" i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n  which i s  th e  r e v e la t io n .  
"The v i s i b l e  s ig n if ic a n c e  o f His l i f e , "  say s  B arth , "canno t be understood  a p a r t  
from th e  d is c lo s u re  and r e v e la t io n  o f th e  in v i s ib le  g l o r i f i c a t i o n  o f th e  F a th e r .  
This i s  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  o f Je su s  from th e  dead"("R om ans," p . 2 0 3 ) .Cl]
J e su s , th e re fo re ,  has meaning on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n . 
However, what i s  im p o rtan t in  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su r re c tio n  i s  n e i th e r  ’ th e  
p e r s o n a l i ty  o f J e s u s ’ ("Rom ans,’’ p . 159), nor th e  ’R e lig io n  o f J e s u s ’ ("Rom ans," 
p .3 6 6 ), nor ’ th e  conduct o f J e s u s ’ ("Romans," p . 507)> nor h is  te ach in g  ( e . g . ,  th e  
sermon on th e  Mount) ("Rom ans," p p .159, 5 0 7 ). As f a r  as h is  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  i s  
concerned , he i s  no t s u p e r io r  to  any o th e r  man. For exam ple, S t.  F ra n c is  " f a r  
su rp assed  Je su s  in  ’ lo v e ’"("R om ans," p . 5 7 ) . What i s  im p o rta n t in  th e  l i g h t  o f 
th e  R e su rre c tio n , fo r  B a rth , i s  on ly  h is  death("R om ans," p. 159). What i s  
p o s s ib le  in  th e  l i f e  of Je su s  i s  " th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f d e a th " ( "Romans," p .1 5 9 ).C 2 ] 
And in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  th e  d ea th  o f Je su s  means God’s n e g a tio n  of 
a l l  th in g s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  What i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  d ea th  o f Je su s  which i s
1. In  t ry in g  to  f in d  th e  meaning o f th e  l i f e  and d ea th  o f  Je su s  in  
th e  R e su rre c tio n , B arth  in  th e  "Romans"(1922) h o ld s  a p o s i t io n  which i s  
very  s im i la r  to  t h a t  o f R udolf Bultmann, who says t h a t  th e  R e su rre c tio n , 
even though i t  i s  no t in  h i s to r y ,  re v e a ls  th e  meaning o f J e su s . See 
Bultm ann’s essay  in  Kervema and Mvth. I , ,  ed . H .W .Bartsch, t r a n s .  
R .H .F u lle r (London: SCM, 1961), p p .3 8 lf f .  For a d is c u s s io n  o f  th e
s i m i l a r i t i e s  between th e  e a r ly  B arth  and Bultmann, see  Van A .Harvey,The 
H is to r ia n  and th e  B e l ie v e r (P h ila d e lp h ia :  The W estm inster P re s s , 1966),
p p .139-146.
2 . See a ls o  Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r .o p . c i t . . p .58: "The in c a rn a t io n  
now becomes im p o ss ib le . I f  th e  d iv in e  to u ch es th e  w orld on ly  
t a n g e n t ia l ly ,  . . . .  th e n  th e re  can be no such th in g  a s  th e  l i f e  o f C h r is t .  
A ll th e re  can r e a l l y  be i s  a d ea th  o f C h r is t ."
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in te r p r e te d  in  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  R e su rre c tio n  , i s  t h a t  a l l  th in g s  in  tim e, 
h i s to r y ,  and th i s  w orld , w hatever they  may be, a re  under God’s n e g a tio n . This 
i s ,  however, re v e a le d  i n  th e  R e s u rre c tio n . That i s  to  say , in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
R e su rre c tio n  th e  c ro s s  r e v e a ls  th a t  w hatever i s  v i s ib l e  ( in c lu d in g  J e s u s )  i s  
under God’s n e g a tio n  and, th e re f o r e ,  cannot be regarded  a s  a th in g  which has a 
p o s i t iv e  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  God.
This p o in t i s  c le a r  when we co n s id e r  B a r th ’s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  
R e su rre c tio n . The p o in t which we s h a l l  co n s id e r in  th e  next few parag rap h s i s  
th a t ,  fo r  B arth , th e  R e s u rre c tio n  a s  th e  r e v e la t io n  i s  no t a happening o r  an 
even t in  h is to r y  and tim e. T h ere fo re , what i s  re v e a le d  i n  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  
a lso  no t in  h is to r y .
B arth  say s : ’’This r e v e r s a l  o r tra n s fo rm a tio n  [R e su rre c tio n ]  i s  no t an
’h i s t o r i c a l  e v e n t’ which may be p laced  s id e  by s id e  w ith  o th e r  e v e n ts . R ather 
i t  i s  a ’n o n - h i s to r i c a l ’ h appen ing"( ’’Romans, " p .203). For i f  R e su rre c tio n  i s  an 
h i s t o r i c a l  ev en t, i t  "becomes m erely a n o th e r of those  human p o s s i b i l i t i e s  which 
Je su s  in  His C ru c if ix io n  abandoned"("Rom ans," p .2 03 ). That i s  to  say , i f  
R e su rre c tio n  i s  in  h i s to r y ,  what i s  re v e a le d  in  t h i s  r e v e la t io n  (God’s n e g a tio n  
and His a f f irm a tio n )  i s  no t a com plete n eg a tio n  and a f f i rm a t io n .  According to  
B a r th ’s argum ent, th e re fo re ,  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f God’s n e g a tio n  and a f f i r m a t io n  as 
th e  a b so lu te  n e g a tio n  and a f f i r m a t io n  cannot be in  h i s to r y .  B arth  p u ts  i t  in  
t h i s  way: "The co n cep tio n  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  emerges w ith  th e  c o n ce p tio n  o f
d e a th , w ith  th e  co n cep tio n  o f  th e  end o f a l l  h i s t o r i c a l  th in g s  as 
such" ( "Romans.’* p .205, my em p h asis). Thus, R e su rre c tio n  must be an ev en t which 
i s  no t in  h i s to r y .
But B arth  sometimes u ses  th e  terra ’h i s t o r y ’ ( H is to r ié ) in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  
R e su rre c tio n . And th e re  a re  some s c h o la r s  who t r y  to  i n t e r p r e t  B a r th ’s e a r ly  
view o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  a s  an  h i s t o r i c a l  ev en t, even though i t  cannot be
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tr e a te d  by h i s t o r i c a l  a n a l y s i s . [1 ] T h ere fo re , i t  w i l l  be good to  co n s id e r  t h i s  
problem  more c r i t i c a l l y .  In  one p la ce  B arth  says as fo llo w s : "The R e su rre c tio n
i s  th e re fo re  an o ccu rren ce  in  h i s to r y  which took p la c e  o u ts id e  th e  g a te s  o f 
Jeru sa lem  in  th e  y e a r A.D.30 inasmuch as i t  th e re  'came to  p a s s , '  was d isco v ere d  
and reco g n ized "  ("Romans," p . 3 0 ) . How can we i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage? I s  i t  
v a l id  to  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage as fo llo w s?  —— In  so f a r  as th e  happening o f 
th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  concerned , th e  R e su rre c tio n  o ccu rred  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ;  
in  so f a r  as th e  meaning o r th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is ,  however, i s  
concerned , th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  no t a sim ple h i s t o r i c a l  ev en t. Can we th e re fo re  
app ly  th e  German word "G esch ich te " , in  i t s  e ty m o lo g ica l sen se , to  th e  
R e s u rre c tio n  o f Je su s  C h r is t?
We have to  compare t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  w ith  a s s e r t io n s  made in  o th e r  p a r t s  
o f  th e  "Romans" to  a s s e s s  w hether t h i s  i s  a r ig h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  or n o t. The
1. C f. H .R .M ackin tosh .Tvpes o f Modern T heoloav. p p .289-292, A fte r  
qu o tin g  some p assag es  from th e  "Romans" which m ention R e su rre c tio n , 
M ackintosh say s : "Only a f a i l u r e  to  e n te r  s y m p a th e tic a lly  in to  B a r th 's
convo lu ted  though t can ta k e  th e se  words to  mean w hat they say upon th e  
s u r fa c e .  In  p a r t ,  they  a re  in fe c te d  by th e  r a d ic a l  d o u b leness o f th e  word 
'h i s t o r y ' ;  i n  p a r t ,  we cannot bu t f e e l  th a t ,  l i k e  many a H egelian , B arth  
f re q u e n tly  tends to  say 'A i s  no t B* when h is  r e a l  meaning i s  'A i s  not 
m erely B '.  He does f u l l e r  j u s t i c e  to  th e  id e a  he i s  expounding, when he 
speaks o f ' t h e  v ic to ry  which has o c c u rre d , does o ccu r, and w i l l  occur in  
C h r is t  *("Rom ans," p . 498) .  Supremely in  C h r i s t 's  r i s i n g  from th e  dead, bu t 
m ed ia te ly  a lso  in  b e l ie v e r s ,  th e  c r e a t iv e  and tran sfo rm in g  powers o f  God 
break  in to  tim e"( p .2 9 2 ). Thomas F .T o rran ce , even thoUgh does no t 
c o n s id e r th e  "Romans" a lo n e , a lso  t r i e s  to  em phasize th a t  even in  th e  
e a r ly  B arth  th e re  i s  a c lo se  r e l a t i o n  between R e su rre c tio n  ( in c a rn a t io n ,  
a sc e n s io n , and a ls o  P a ro u s ia )  and 't im e  and sp ace* . Cf. o p . c i t . . 
p p .74-79 . C o n tra s tin g  B arth  w ith  HarnaCk in  h is  "What i s  C h r is t i a n i ty ? "  
T orrance say s : "The c o n t ra s t  w ith  B arth  could h a rd ly  be g r e a te r  w ith  h is
r e a l i s t i c  p ro c la m a tio n  o f  th e  in c a rn a t io n  and o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  a s  a new 
c o r p o r e a l i ty , and upon R e v e la tio n  a s  a b so lu te  a c t u a l i t y ,  behind which la y  
a new d e te rm in a tio n  to  take  w ith  th e  utm ost s e r io u s n e s s  th e  d o c tr in e  o f 
God as  C rea to r  and Redeemer o f men, and to  r e l a t e  th e  ends and a c t io n s  o f 
God f u l l y  and r e a l i s t i c a l l y  to  c r e a te  human e x is te n c e  and h is to r y "  ( p .7 4 ). 
James Sm art has a  somewhat p e c u l ia r  i n t e r p r e ta t io n .  He on th e  one hand 
a f f irm s  t h a t  " th e  R e su r re c tio n  i s  no t in  h i s to r y ,  but belongs to  t h i s  
rea lm  ["U rg e sc h ic h te " ]  above h is to r y "  and, on th e  o th e r  hand, says  th a t  
"B arth  in s i s t e d  on th e  in c a rn a t io n  as  th e  Word becoming f le s h  . . . .  In  
s h o r t ,  "U rg esch ich te"  becomes r e a l i t y  in  tim e " ( o p . c i t . . p . 115).
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p assag es  which we have m entioned a t  th e  s t a r t  o f our d is c u s s io n  o f B a r th 's  view
of th e  R e su rre c tio n  (see  above p .35) show th a t ,  fo r  B a rth , R e su rre c tio n  i s  no t
an  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  in  any sen se  o f th e  word. The fo llo w in g  q u o ta t io n  a ls o
n eg a tes  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  th e  R e su rre c tio n :
"Over a l l  h i s t o r i c a l  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  and p r o b a b i l i t i e s  and n e c e s s i t i e s  and 
c e r t a i n t i e s  d ea th  i s  suprem e, fo r  they a l l  a re  m orta l and p a ss in g  to
c o r ru p tio n . Were th e re  a d i r e c t  and c a u sa l co n n ec tio n  between th e
h i s t o r i c a l  ' f a c t s '  o f  th e  R e su r re c tio n  -----  th e  empty tomb, fo r  exam ple, or
th e  appearances d e ta i le d  i n  1. Cor. XV -----  and th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i t s e l f ;
were i t  [R e su rre c tio n ]  in  any sen se  o f  th e  word a ' f a c t '  in  h i s to r y ,  th e n
no p ro fe s s io n  o f f a i t h  o r re fin e m en t o f  d ev o tio n  could  p re v e n t i t  being
in v o lv ed  in  th e  see-saw  o f 'Y e s ' and 'N o ',  l i f e  and d ea th , God and man, 
which i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f  a l l  th a t  happens on th e  h i s t o r i c a l  
p l a n e . . . . .T h e re fo re , i f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  be b rought w ith in  th e  co n tex t of 
h i s to r y ,  i t  must sh a re  in  i t s  o b s c u r ity  and e r r o r  and e s s e n t i a l  
q u es tio n ab len e ss" ("R o m an s ," p .2 0 4 ).
What does B arth  mean? I f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  w ere, in  any sen se  o f th e  word, a
'f a c t  i n  h i s t o r y , '  th e n  i t  would have to  be an o b je c t which could  be su b je c te d
to  h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is  and caugh t up in  r e l a t i v i t y  o f h is to r y .  Thus, th e
R e su rre c tio n  cannot be reg a rd ed  as  an  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which ta k es  p la ce  in
h is to r y ,  r a th e r  i t  would have to  be reg a rd ed  a s  a happening which ta k e s  p la ce
beyond th e  realm  o f h i s to r y .  Such an in t e r p r e ta t io n ,  fo r  B arth , i s  th e  only
p o s s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  R e su r re c tio n  sav ing  i t s  meaning and i t s  happening
i t s e l f  from being  r e l a t i v e .  That i s  to  say , i f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  th e
r e v e la t io n ,  i t  must tak e  p la ce  i n  a rea lm  which i s  beyond a realm  o f  h i s to r y .
Hence i t  cannot take  p la ce  in  th e  f lu x  o f  h is to r y .
I  q uo te  an o th e r passage which su p p o rts  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f B a r th 's  view 
o f th e  R e su rre c tio n : "As h i s to r y ,  i t  [ th e  R e su rre c tio n ]  l i e s  oh th e  f r o n t i e r  of
th a t  which i s  no t h i s to r y ;  a s  n o n -h is to ry , i t  l i e s  on th e  f r o n t i e r  o f
h i s to r y " ( "Romans," p .2 2 2 ). How can we see any o th e r  meaning in  t h i s  passage
excep t th e  meaning which we saw in  th e  d is c u s s io n  o f  B a r th 's  use o f th e  e te r n a l  
Moment? The on ly  th in g  which we can say about th e  R e su r re c tio n  i s  th a t  i t  ta k e s  
p la c e , bu t th a t  i t  i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  ju s t  a s  th e  e te r n a l  Moment i s .
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but i s  no t in  tim e . F o r, " th e  T ruth  o f God i s  not l i a b l e  to  th e  'f lu x  o f  
h is to ry '" (" R o m a n s ," p . 2 7 7 ).
T h ere fo re , th e  passage on p. 30 in  th e  "Romans" which we have quoted  above 
( p .36) cannot be in te r p r e te d  a s  fo llo w s : The R e su rre c tio n , as  a happening in
h i s to r y ,  i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  bu t th e  R e su rre c tio n  in  i t s  meaning i s  n o t an 
'h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t '  but more th a n  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  Nor can i t  be in te r p r e te d  
a s  meaning t h a t  th e  R e s u r re c tio n , as  f a r  as  i t s  happening i s  concerned , ta k e s  
p la ce  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  bu t we cannot f in d  i t s  meaning o r even i t s  r e a l i t y  
through h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s i s .  F o r, acco rd in g  to  B arth , R e su rre c tio n  i t s e l f  does 
no t tak e  p la ce  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  We can th e n  say t h a t  G erald  O 'C o ll in s ' 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f t h i s  passage i s  q u i te  r i g h t :  "At m ost, B arth  adm its t h a t  th e
R e su rre c tio n  may be c a l le d  'h i s t o r i c a l '  in  th e  sense  th a t  c e r t a in  men a t  a 
p a r t i c u la r  tim e and p la ce  came to  know i t  and p ro c la im  i t . " [ 1 ]
The v a l id i t y  o f such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can be su p p o rted  by two f a c t s .  
F i r s t ,  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  f i t s  w e ll w ith  B a r th 's  a s s e r t io n  t h a t  r e v e la t io n  does 
no t take  p la ce  in  th e  f lu x  o f  tim e and h i s to r y .  I f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  ' t h e  
r e v e l a t i o n ' as  B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize, i t  must happen in  a rea lm  which i s  
beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  The R e s u rre c tio n , th u s , i s  no t i n  h is to r y  and no t an 
h i s t o r i c a l  e v e n t . [23 T his does no t mean, however, th a t  th e  R e su rre c tio n  does no t 
tak e  p la c e . According to  B a rth , we must acknowledge th e  a c t u a l i ty  o r th e  
r e a l i t y  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n , even though i t  i s  not in  tim e and h i s to r y .  F o r, 
th e  R e su rre c tio n  a s  th e  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment and, 
th e re fo re ,  in  a rea lm  which i s  beyond tim e and h i s t o r y . [ 3 ] And seco n d ly , we can.
1. G erald O 'C o llin s ,  "K arl, B arth  on C h r i s t 's  R e s u r r e c t io n ." S c o tt is h  
Jo u rn a l o f  Theology v o l .  2 6 (1973 ), p p .8 7 f.
2 . Cf."Rom ans," p . 435: "The a c t io n  o f God cannot occur in  tim e; i t
can occur on ly  . . . .  in  e t e r n i t y . " See a lso  N ie ls  F e r r e .S e a rc h l ig h t  on 
Contemporary Theology (New York: H arper and B ro th e rs , 1966), p . 98: "[F or
B arth ] God never e n te r s  h i s to r y  . . . .  H is to ry  i s  judged by God, over 
a g a in s t  i t  s tan d s  e t e r n i t y . "
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p o in t ou t t h a t  B a r th 's  d i s t i n c t i o n  between " H is to r ié "  and "G esch ich te"  had not 
y e t  been developed a t  t h i s  tim e , even though he u se s  O verbeck 's  term  
"U rg esch ich te"  which we s h a l l  c o n s id e r  soon. Only a t  th e  tim e o f th e  "Church 
D ogm atics", a s  we s h a l l  see  in  th e  second ch a p te r  o f th i s  s tu d y , does B arth  c a l l  
th e  R e su rre c tio n  'd i e  G e s c h ic h te , ' 'd i e  G e s c h ic h ts ta ts a c h e , ' 'F ak tu m ,' o r 'd i e  
O s te rg e s c h ic h te . '[ 4 ]  T h e re fo re , fo r  B arth  in  th e  "Romans"(1922) th e  R e s u rre c tio n  
i s  a com plete (o r , a b s o lu te )  n o n - h is to r ic a l  f a c t ;  th e  R e su r re c tio n  happens on ly  
in  a n o n - h is to r ic a l  co n te x t or in  a realm  which i s  beyond th e  rea lm  of 
h i s t o r y . [5 ]
In  th e  l a s t  few p a rag rap h s we have examined B a r th 's  view o f th e  
R e su rre c tio n . We can conclude , as  we have su g g ested  a t  th e  s t a r t  o f t h i s  
d is c u s s io n , t h a t ,  fo r  B arth  a t  t h i s  t i m e d 922), th e  R e su r re c tio n  i s  no t a 
happening i n  tim e and h i s to r y .
What ab o u t, th e n , th e  th in g  which i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n ?  I s  th e  
f a c t  th a t  Je su s  i s  th e  C h r is t  which i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  R e s u rre c tio n , in  tim e and 
h is to ry ?  I s  'G o d 's  n e g a tio n  and H is a f f i r m a t i o n ',  which i s  re v e a le d  i n  th e  
R e su rre c tio n  a s  th e  meaning o f  th e  c ro s s ,  in  tim e and h is to ry ?  I s  th e  
r e v e la t io n  and what i s  re v e a le d  i n  th e  r e v e la t io n ,  in  tim e and h is to ry ?
3 . For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  see  Thomas W .Q g le tree .C h r is t ia n  
F a i th  and. H is to rv . p .202: "Our tru e  hope l i e s  beyond tim e in  an e te r n a l  
moment, an ev en t o c c u rrin g  oh th e  boundary betw een tim e and e t e r n i t y .  
B arth  i d e n t i f i e d  t h i s  ev en t . . .  a s  th e  R e su rre c tio n  o f  Jesu s  C h r i s t . "
4. C f .Church Dogmatics I I I /  2, p p .454,545; IV/ 1, p p .298 ,328 . The 
meaning which B arth  g iv e s  to  th e se  words w i l l  be d isc u sse d  in  c h a p te r  I I  
o f t h i s  s tu d y .
5. For s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  o f  th e  e a r ly  B a r th 's  view o f th e  
R e s u rre c tio n , See. Van A. Harvey, The H is to r ia n  and th e  
B e l ie v e r (P h ila d e lp h ia : The W estm inster P re s s , 1966), p p .132-134, 154;
C o rn e liu s  Van T i l ,  The New Modernism(London: James C la rk  and C o ., 1946),
p p .97-100; Thomas W .Q g le tree .C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and H is to rv . p p .lO O f.; 
S ta n le y  R. O b i t t s ,  " H is to r ic a l  E x p lan a tio n  and B arth  on C h r i s t 's  
R e s u r r e c t io n ," i n  G erald  F.H aw thorne, e d . . C u rren t Is su e s  in  B ib l ic a l  and 
£ a .tr jg .t lc  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n (Grand R apids: Eerdmans, 1975)» p p .366-367; and
F .W .C am field .R e v e la tio n  and Holy S p i r i t :  An Essav in  B a rth ia n  Theology
(London: E l l i o t  S to ck , 1934), p . 137.
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When we t r y  to  answer t h i s  q u e s tio n  th e  th in g  which a t t r a c t s  our concern  a t  
f i r s t  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  B arth  se e s  th e  R e su rre c tio n  a s  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f "what i s  
unknown and u n observab le  i n  Jesu s"("R o m an s," p .3 0 ) . And B arth  even says t h a t  
th e  y e a rs  A.D. 1-30 a re  th e  e r a  o f r e v e la t io n  and d isc lo su re ("R o m an s ," p . 29)»
"Our d isco v e ry  o f  th e  C h r is t  in  J e su s  o f  N azareth  i s  a u th o riz e d  by th e  
f a c t  t h a t  every  m a n ife s ta t io n  o f  th e  f a i t h f u ln e s s  o f  God p o in ts  and b ea rs  
w itn e ss  to ,  what we have a c tu a l ly  encoun tered  ' i n  J e s u s . ' The h id d en  a u th o r i ty  
o f th e  Law and th e  P ro p h e ts  i s  th e  C h r is t  who meets us in  J e s u s .  Redemption and 
R e s u rre c tio n , th e  i n v i s i b i l i t y  o f God and a new o rd e r , c o n s t i tu te  th e  meaning o f 
every  r e l i g io n ;  and i t  i s  p r e c i s e ly  t h i s  t h a t  compels us to  s tan d  s t i l l  in  th e  
p resen ce  o f Je su s  . . . .  In  J e s u s  we have d isco v ere d  and reco g n ized  th e  t r u th  
t h a t  God i s  found everyw here and th a t ,  both  b e fo re  and a f t e r  J e s u s ,  men have 
been d isco v ered  by Him. In  Him we have found th e  s ta n d a rd  by which a l l  
d isco v e ry  o f God and a l l  being  d isc o v e re d  by Him i s  made known a s  such; i n  Him 
we reco g n ize  th a t  t h i s  f in d in g  and being  found i s  th e  t r u th  o f th e  o rd e r  o f 
e t e r n i t y . Many l i v e  t h e i r  l i v e s  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f redem ption  and fo rg iv e n e s s  and 
R e su rre c tio n ; bu t t h a t  we have eyes to  see  t h e i r  manner o f l i f e  we owe to  th e  
One" ( "Romans," p p .96f . , my em p h asis).
What we f in d  in  th e se  th re e  q u o ta tio n s  i s  t h a t  B a r th 's  view o f Je su s  i s  somewhat 
ambiguous. On th e  one hand, as  we have s a id  in  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f t h i s  s e c t io n ,  
B arth  se e s  J e su s  as  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  i n  th e  p a s t .  
However, on th e  o th e r  hand, B arth  re g a rd s  Je su s  d i r e c t l y  as C h r is t ,  as  we can 
c le a r ly  see  i n  th e  above q u o ta t io n . Can we i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  am bigu ity  by which 
B arth  eq u a tes  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  and Je su s  a s  th e  C h r is t  as  i s  shown to  be th e  
case in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n ?
In  a sen se , we may g iv e  a p o s i t iv e  answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n . Even so , 
acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  l i f e  o f Je su s  i t s e l f  i s  no t th e  r e v e l a t i o n . [1 ] In  o th e r  
w ords, th e  r e v e la t io n  which i s  r e l a t e d  to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  i s  beyond th e
1. W.W.Wells, i n  s p i t e  o f h is  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  th a t  fo r  th e  e a r ly  B arth  
even though r e v e la t io n  i s  i n  h i s to r y ,  i t  cannot be apprehended by men, 
makes an in t e r e s t i n g  p o in t  which su g g e s ts  t h a t  r e v e l a t i o n  i t s e l f  i s  no t in
h is to r y :  "Although r e v e la t io n  i s  no t a p a r t  o f h i s to r y ,  i t  does le a v e  an
e f f e c t ,  a b u rn t-o u t c r a t e r  in  h i s to r y .  However i t  must be noted th a t  
th e re  i s  an  i n f i n i t e  g u l f  betw een th e  r e v e l a t i o n  i t s e l f  and th e  
o c c a s io n " ( o p . c i t . . p . 197). T h e re fo re , W ells ' argum ent th a t  r e v e la t io n  i s  
a c tu a l ly  in  h i s to r y  cannot be s u s ta in e d  even w ith in  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f h is  
own argum ent. I t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  equate  th e  e a r ly  B a r th 's  view o f
R ev e la tio n , as W ells t r i e s  to  do, w ith  th a t  o f K ierk eg aard .
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h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f J e s u s . [2 ] Only in  th e  realm  o f th e  'beyond* can we reg a rd  
Je su s  a s  th e  C h r is t .  F o r, a cco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  C h r is t  i s  i n  th e  e t e r n a l  
Moment; on ly  in  t h i s  Moment does C h r is t  i n t e r s e c t ,  v e r t i c a l l y  from above, th e  
p lane  which i s  known to  u s . However, t h i s  i n t e r s e c t i o n  i s  on ly  in  th e  e te r n a l  
moment which i s  no t in  tim e , as we have seen  in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n .  T h e re fo re , i f
th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  can be equated  w ith  C h r is t  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e
R e su rre c tio n , th e  one who i s  equated  w ith  C h r is t  i s  on ly  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment. 
W ith in  th e  f lu x  o f  tim e and h i s to r y ,  he i s  no t C h r is t .  The h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  
h im se lf ,  as f a r  as  he i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  i s  n e i th e r  r e v e la t io n ,  nor th e  
C h r is t .  The r e a l i t y  t h a t  J e s u s  i s  C h r is t  i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  but beyond 
tim e and h i s to r y .
Hence even w hat i s  re v e a le d  i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n , we may conclude, i s  no t in  
h i s to r y .  The c o n fe s s io n  th a t  'J e s u s  o f N azareth  i s  C h r i s t '  i s  p o s s ib le  only  
a f t e r  th e  tim e in  which Je su s  o f N azareth  a c tu a l ly  l iv e d .  R e v e la tio n  i t s e l f ,  
Je su s  C h r is t ,  i s  no t i n  tim e and h i s to r y ;  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  on ly  beyond
h i s t o r y . [ 3] However, t h i s  does no t mean th a t  fo r  B arth  Je su s  C h r is t  i s .  n o t. 
Je su s  C h r is t ,  fo r  B arth , a c tu a l ly  i&  beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  B arth  p u ts  i t  i n  
th e se  te rm s: " Je su s  a s  th e  C h r is t ,  as th e  M essiah, i s  th e  End o f
H is to ry " ( "Romans," p . 2 9 ) .
2 . For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  e a r ly  B arth , see  P e te r  
Monsma.K arl B a r th ' s Id ea  a f . R ev e la tio n  (S o m erv ille : Som erset P re s s ,
1937) ,  p .92: "B arth  does no t id e n t i f y  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  r e a l i t y  o f C h r is t
(a s  r e v e la t io n ,  as th e  c e n tre  o f G ospel) w ith  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s , bu t 
w ith  th e  r e s u r r e c te d  one, o r s ta t e d  more c a u t io u s ly , w ith  C h r is t  as  th e  
one to  whose R e s u r re c tio n  w itn e ss  i s  b o rn e ."  See a ls o  John 
McConnachie,"The Teaching o f  K arl B arth : A New P o s i t iv e  Movement in
German T heo logy ."The H ib b ert J o u r n a l . XXV (1 9 2 7 ), p p .3 9 3 f . : " In  C h r is t  we
s te p  a c ro s s  th e  boundary o f th e  o ld  w orld . The re fe re n c e  i s  to  C h r is t ,  
no t to  J e s u s . The s o -c a l le d  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  who moves on th e  su rfa c e  of 
h is to r y  and psychology i s ,  l i k e  a l l  t h a t  i s  h i s t o r i c a l  and p sy c h o lo g ic a l,  
l i a b l e  to  decay , and sh a re s  in  th e  u n c e r ta in ty  o f a l l  h i s t o r i c a l  th in g s  
. . .  [B u t] C h r is t  i s  no t a  f ig u r e  o f our h i s to r y ,  no t even th e  co rn e rs to n e  
o f th e  house o f hum an ity ."
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Having co n sid e red  B a r th 's  view o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s , we can expand our in q u iry  to  co n s id e r th e  q u e s tio n  a s  to  how 
B arth  u n d ers tan d s th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y  in  g e n e ra l .  What 
we f in d  to  be th e  case i s  no t so d i f f e r e n t  from what we found to  be th e  case in  
our d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s . 
F o r, in  a sen se , B arth  th in k s  t h a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  i s  th e  r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f 
h i s to r y .  This i s  th e  p o in t which I  s h a l l  t r y  to  argue in  th e  nex t few 
p a rag rap h s .
What i s  h is to ry ?  B arth  r e p l i e s  a s  fo llo w s :
"H isto ry  i s  th e  d is p la y  o f th e  supposed advan tag es  o f  power and
in t e l l ig e n c e  which some men p o sse ss  over o th e r s ,  o f th e  s t ru g g le  fo r
e x is te n c e , h y p o c r i t i c a l ly  d e sc r ib e d  by id e o lo g is t s  a s  a s t r u g g le  fo r  
j u s t i c e  and freedom , o f th e  ebb and flow  o f o ld  and new forms o f  human
r ig h te o u s n e s s ,  each vying w ith  th e  r e s t  i n  so lem n ity  and
tr iv ia l i ty " ( " R o m a n s ," p . 7 7 ) .
Thus, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  f in d  th e  meaning o f  h is to r y  in  th e
f lu x  o f  h i s t o r y , ( C f ."Romans," p . 107). The only  th in g  which i s  re q u ire d  i s  t h a t
i t  ( h is to ry  in  th e  f lu x  o f  tim e) comes to  an  end. But i s  th e re  any end o f
h is to r y  w ith in  h is to r y ?  As f a r  as h is to r y  i t s e l f  i s  concerned , fo r  B a rth , th e re
i s  no end. What seems to  be th e  end o f  h is to r y  in  h is to r y  i s  no t th e  r e a l  end
o f h i s to r y ,  fo r  what i s  in  h i s to r y ,  w hatever i t  may be, cannot be th e  a b s o lu te .
There i s  no a b s o lu te  end o f h is to r y  in  th e  f lu x  o f  h i s to r y .  In  th e  h i s t o r i c a l
realm , a l l  th in g s  a re  r e l a t i v e ;  t h e s i s  and a n t i t h e s i s ,  p o s i t iv e  and n e g a tiv e
human p o s s i b i l i t y ,  and human r e s t l e s s n e s s  and re p o s e ( "Romans," p . 1 5 9 ) .[4 ]  There
3 . Cf. th e  fo llo w in g  c o n s id e ra tio n s  o f  th e  e a r ly  B arth : Hans
F re i,"T h e  D octrine  o f R e v e la tio n  i n  th e  Thought o f K arl B a rth , 1909-1922: 
The N ature o f B a r th 's  Break w ith  L ib e ra lis m ,"  unpub lished  Ph.D. 
d i s s e r t a t i o n  (Y ale U n iv e rs ity ,  1956), p . 147: " In  th e  second e d i t io n  [o f
th e  "Romans"] one may wonder i f  C h r is t  does indeed  descend in t o  a co n c re te  
t im e ." ;  Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r ,o P .c i t .  ^ p .58: "The c r i t i c a l  p o in t  [ in
th e  "Romans"] i s  t h a t  th e  h a rd -c o re  c e n tre  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  th e  
in c a rn a t io n ,  now becomes im p o ss ib le " ; and R .8 .B arb o u r,"K arl B a rth : The
E p is t le  to  th e  Romans,"The E x p o sito ry  T im es. XC (1979), p .266: " . . . .  in
B a r th 's  Romans we f in d  v e ry  l i t t l e  about th e  In c a rn a t io n  and s t i l l  l e s s  
abou t th e  l i f e  o f J e s u s ."
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i s  n e i th e r  an a b s o lu te  'Y e s ’ nor an  a b s o lu te  'No*.
I f  th e re  i s  to  be a r e a l  end to  h i s to r y ,  i t  must be beyond th e  rea lm  o f
t h i s  r e l a t i v e  h i s to r y .  B arth  in tro d u c e s  u s , a t  t h i s  ju n c tu r e ,  to  th e  Judgment
o f God which i s  beyond h i s to r y :
"The Judgment o f God i s  th e  end o f  h i s to r y ,  not th e  beg inn ing  o f a new, a 
second, epoch. By i t  h i s to r y  i s  no t p ro longed , bu t done away w ith . The 
d if f e re n c e  between th a t  which l i e s  beyond th e  judgm ent and th a t  which l i e s  
on t h i s  s id e  o f i t  i s  no t r e l a t i v e  but a b s o lu te :  th e  two a re  se p a ra te d
ab so lu te ly ("R o m an s ," p . 7 7 ) .
G od's Judgment which i s  th e  a b s o lu te  i s  th e  r e a l  end o f h is to r y .  However, th e
l a s t  sen ten ce  o f th e  passage which we have j u s t  quoted  im p lie s  t h a t  th e re  i s
som ething which l i e s  beyond G od 's Judgment and i s  a b s o lu te ly  s e p a ra te d  from
h is to r y .  What i s  i t ?  I s  i t  a new h is to ry ?  No, B arth  n eg a tes  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y
o f a new h is to r y  in  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f  t h i s  q u o ta tio n . B arth  c o n tin u e s  th e
fo reg o in g  q u o ta tio n  by sa y in g : "By His [G od 's] Speech and H is Judgment a
tra n s fo rm a tio n  i s  e f f e c te d  so r a d ic a l  th a t  tim e and e t e r n i t y ,  h e re  and th e r e ,
th e  r ig h te o u s n e s s  o f  men and th e  r ig h te o u s n e ss  o f  God, a re  in d is s o lu b ly  lin k e d
to g e th e r .  The end i s  a ls o  th e  g o a l;  th e  Redeemer i s  a ls o  th e  C re a to r ; He th a t
ju d g e th  i s  a ls o  He th a t  r e s to r e t h  a l l  th in g s"("R o m an s," p . 7 7 ) . In  th e  f i r s t
p a r t  o f th i s  q u o ta t io n , B arth  s u re ly  su g g e s ts  a tra n s fo rm a tio n  o r r e s to r a t io n .
However, th e  tra n s fo rm a tio n  i s  so r a d ic a l  th a t  th e re  i s  no d if fe re n c e  between
tim e and e t e r n i t y ,  h e re  and th e re  e t c .  T h ere fo re , what i s  tran sfo rm ed , what i s
r e s to r e d ,  i s  no t in  h is to r y  which i s  judged and, th e re fo re ,  ended by G od's
n e g a tio n . [ 5] B arth  say s :
4. Cf. "Romans," p . 4 : "E very th ing  in  t h i s  w orld  has i t s  im m ediate
cause . How indeed  cou ld  i t  be o th e rw ise? "  See a ls o  Thomas 
W .Q g le tree .o p .c i t . , p p .81-114. e s p . , p . 90: "So fo r  B arth  h is to r y  i s  no t
on ly  viewed a s  r e l a t i v e ;  i t  i s  a ls o  viewed as  in h e re n t ly  m ean in g less . I t  
cannot a s  such en joy  ary  c la im  to  v a lu e  and m eaning. I t  i s  sim ply  th e  
rea lm  o f th e  t r a n s i e n t  and th e  p a s s in g ."
5 . Cf. N ie ls  F .S .F e r r e ,S e a rc h l ig h t  sm  Contemporary th eo lo g y . 
p p .9 8 f . : [For B a rth ]  "God never e n te r s  h is to r y  . . . .  H is to ry  i s  no p la ce  
fo r  redem ption  . . . .  H is to ry  i s  judged by God over a g a in s t  i t  s ta n d s  
e t e r n i t y . "
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" . . . t h e r e  i s  a c la im  to  s a lv a t io n  from th e  w rath  o f God : th e  c la im  i s
where every  c la im  i s  su rre n d e re d  and broken down by God H im self; where 
His n e g a tio n  i s  f i n a l  and H is w rath  unav o id ab le ; when God i s  reco g n ized  
a s  God. The c la im  where th e  h is to r y  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een God and 
man b eg in s; where th e re  i s  no h i s to r y  to  r e c o rd , because i t  on ly  o ccu rs
and o ccu rs  e t e r n a l l y .  The c la im  IS when men d a r e   bu t even t h i s  i s  no
re c ip e  fo r  b le sse d n e ss  but on ly  th e  e te r n a l  ground o f i t s  p e rc e p tio n  - — 
to  go f o r th  in to  th e  f r e s h  a i r  and to  lo v e  th e  u n d isc o v e ra b le  God. And 
t h i s  occu rren ce  JS. ----- in  J e su s  C h ris t" ("R o m an s," p . 76) .
What B arth  t r i e s  to  say in  t h i s  passage i s  th a t  when th e re  i s  G od's n e g a tio n
which i s  a b s o lu te ,  th e re  i s  a ls o  a  c la im  to  s a lv a t io n .  And t h i s  c la im  to
s a lv a t io n  i s  th e  beg inn ing  o f  th e  h i s to r y  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between God and man
which cannot be reco rd ed  a s  h i s to r y ,  fo r  i t  [ th e  r e l a t i o n  between God and man]
e x i s t s  on ly  as  a happening o r  occu rren ce  which i s  an  e v e r-o c c u rr in g  e v e n t. And
l a s t l y  B arth  r e l a t e s  t h i s  o ccu rren ce  to  Je su s  C h r is t ;  t h i s  o ccu rren ce  i s  in
Je su s  C h r is t .
At t h i s  ju n c tu re ,  we r e c a l l  th e  f a c t  th a t  B arth  speaks o f  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  
th e  End o f H is to ry . When th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  i s  no lo n g e r , th e re  i s  J e su s  
C h r is t  who i s  th e  end o f h i s to r y .  T h e re fo re , in  th e  moment i n  which th e re  i s  
J e su s  C h r is t ,  th e re  i s  no h i s to r y .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  i s  th e  
r e p r e s e n ta t iv e  o f h i s to r y .  The f a c t  t h a t  Je su s  i s  n eg a ted , fo r  B arth , means 
t h a t  a l l  t h a t  i s  i n  h i s to r y  must be negated  and i s  n eg a ted . And, a c c o rd in g ly , 
th e  f a c t  t h a t  he i s  re v e a le d  a s  C h r is t  i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n  means t h a t  a l l  th a t  
which i s  negated  i n  Je su s  i s  a f f irm e d . As th e  f a c t  o f th e  R e s u r re c tio n  i s  no t 
in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  however, th e  r e a l i t y  o f  G od's a f f i r m a t io n  i s  a ls o  no t i n  
tim e and h i s to r y .
Thus th e re  i s  a  c lo se  r e l a t i o n  between th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  and h i s to r y  in  
g e n e ra l in  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  R e v e la tio n . In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  says : " Je su s
C h r is t  our L o r d  This i s  th e  Gospel and th e  meaning s£_ h i s to r y " ("Romans, "
p .29) .  As we have s a id ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  meaning o f h is to r y  cannot be 
found i n  h is to r y  i t s e l f ,  fo r  th e  rea lm  o f h is to ry  i s  th e  rea lm  o f r e l a t i v i t y .
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L ikew ise , th e  meaning o f  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  cannot be found i n  th e  h i s t o r i c a l
l i f e  o f Je su s  i t s e l f .  Only in  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  i s  he re v e a le d  a s  th e  C h r is t  -----
t h i s  a ls o  i s  th e  meaning o f  h i s to r y ,  fo r  what i s  i n  Je su s  C h r is t ,  a s  we have 
seen , i s  th e  a f f i rm a t io n  o f  what i s  negated  in  J e su s .
What i s  c o n tra s te d  i n  a l l  th e  fo re g o in g , in  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  i s  h is to r y  
and e t e r n i t y .  Hence, th e  problem  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  
becomes th e  problem  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between h is to r y  and w hat i s  beyond h i s to r y .  
In  f a c t ,  what fo r  B arth  i s  re v e a le d  I n  th e  r e v e la t io n ,  i s  th e  a b s o lu te  
d if f e re n c e  between h is to r y  and w hat i s  beyond h is to r y  (o r ,  th e  End o f  H is to ry ) .  
What must be reco g n ized  in  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  an 
A bsolu te O rig in  and End o f a l l  beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  In  t h i s  se n se , B arth  
f in d s  some s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een P la to  [ who " in  h is  wisdom recogn ized  lo n g  ago
t h a t  behind th e  v i s i b l e ,  th e re  l i e s  th e  in v i s i b le  u n iv e rse  which i s  th e  O rig in
o f a l l  co n c re te  th in g s " ( "Romans," p . 4 6 ).3  and Abraham who b e l ie v e s  in  th e  
unknown G od.("Rom ans," p p . l 4 0 f . ) .  For bo th  o f them, what i s  im p o rtan t i s  no t 
h i s to r y ,  bu t w hat i s  beyond h i s to r y ;  both  of them f in d  th e  meaning o f  h is to r y  
in  th e  realm  o f th e  beyond. In  a word, r e v e la t io n  which re v e a ls  th e  meaning o f  
h is to r y  i s  no t i n  h i s to r y ,  but beyond h i s to r y ;  and, a c c o rd in g ly , r e v e la t io n  i s  
an  e t e r n a l  r e v e la t io n .
T h e re fo re , fo r  B a rth , what has happened i n  h is to r y  i s  no t im p o rta n t; w hat 
i s  im p o rtan t i s  on ly  th e  meaning o f  h is to r y .  But th e  meaning o f h is to r y  i s  no t 
in  h i s to r y ;  i t  i s  th e  " n o n - h is to r ic a l  f a c t o r ."  For exam ple, when one re a d s  th e  
h i s to r y  o f Abraham in  th e  Book o f  G en esis , what i s  im p o rta n t i s  to  d isc o v e r  th e  
meaning which th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  G enesis t r i e s  to  t r a n s m it ,  no t th e
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s  th em se lv es . T h e re fo re , one can re a d  th e  d e s c r ip t io n  o f
Abraham 's h is to r y  w ith o u t b e l ie v in g  in  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  Abraham. B arth  
em phasizes t h a t  we must see  th e  im portance o f th e  n o n -h is to r ic a l  f a c to r  ( i . e . ,
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th e  meaning o f  h i s to r y ) ;
" In  tim es o f s p i r i t u a l  p o v e rty , h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is  i s  a method we a re
bound to  ad o p t. But one day i t  w i l l  i t s e l f  reach  i t s  l i m i t ,  and m ust, to
ta k e  a s in g le  in s ta n c e ,  pronounce Abraham’s p e r s o n a l i ty  to  be u n h is to r i c a l  
and th e n  i t  too  w i l l  s ta n d  b e fo re  th e  same commanding n e c e s s i ty  o f  a 
s y n th e s is  which i s  th e  s t a r t i n g - p o in t  o f  th e  Book o f  G enesis . . . . .  [B u t] 
what G enesis t e l l s  us abou t Abraham i s  w hat concerns us v i t a l l y ,  though we 
may f in d  i t  hard  to  re c o g n iz e  w hat i t  has to  say , because our way o f
th in k in g  i s  so v e ry  d i f f e r e n t .  . . .  he [Abraham] i s  a f a r  more
’u n h i s to r i c a l ’ f ig u re  th a n  c r i t i c a l  a n a ly s is  has ev er dreamed o f . . . .w e  
have no d e s i r e  to  f e t t e r  o r to  c a s t  su sp ic io n s  upon th e  c r i t i c a l  method
. . . .  For i t  [ th e  c r i t i c a l  method] in e v i ta b ly  shows th a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l
Abraham r e a l ly  does n o t concern  u s . And j u s t  in  so f a r  as  i t  comes to  
t h i s  c o n c lu s io n , i t  opens th e  road  to  th e  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  
n o n -h is to r ic a l  Abraham of th e  G enesis s to ry  . . . . " ("R o m an s ,"p p .1 4 7 f.) . [ 1 ]
A ccording to  t h i s  q u o ta t io n  th e  ’u n h i s t o r i c a l ’ means t h a t  which i s  no t
h i s t o r i c a l ,  bu t which g iv e s  us th e  meaning o f h is to r y .  F a i th ,  fo r  B a rth , i s  no t
r e la t e d  to  th e  ’h i s t o r i c a l ’ which ta k e s  p lace  i n  h i s to r y ,  bu t to  th e
’u n h i s t o r i c a l . ’ For even though i t  [ th e  u n h is to r ic a l ]  d id  n o t and does no t take
p la c e  i n  h i s to r y ,  i t  r e v e a ls  th e  meaning o f  h is to r y .  What i s  i n t e r e s t in g  in
t h i s  co n n ec tio n  i s  t h a t  B arth  a c c e p ts  h is to r ic is m  to  th e  e x te n t t h a t  B arth  a lso
says t h a t  only  th e  th in g s  which can be t r e a te d  by h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is  tak e  p la ce
i n  h i s to r y .  That i s  to  say , th e  re a so n  why th e  h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is  does not
a f f irm  som ething th a t  i s  i n  th e  B ib le  ( e . g . , th e  R e s u rre c tio n , th e  m ira c le s ,  th e
r e v e la t io n  e t c . )  i s  no t due to  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e re  i s  som ething wrong w ith
h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is ,  bu t due to  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  was no happening (o r , ev en t)
1. Of co u rse , fo r  B a rth , th e  G enesis s to ry  i t s e l f  and th e  B ib le  
i t s e l f  a re  no t im p o rta n t; w hat i s  im p o rtan t fo r  him i s  what i s  beyond th e  
words o f th e  B ib le .  In  th e  ’P re fa c e ’ to  th e  th i r d  e d i t io n  to  th e  
"Romans," c r i t i c i s i n g  Bultm ann’s book-review  o f th e  second e d i t io n  o f  th e  
"Romans," B arth  sa y s ; "R a th e r, i t  i s  fo r  us to  p e rc e iv e  and to  make c le a r  
th a t  th e  whole [o f  th e  B ib le ]  i s  p laced  under th e  KRISIS o f th e  S p i r i t  o f 
C h r is t .  The whole i s  l i t e r a , t h a t  i s ,  v o ic e s  o f  th o se  o th e r  s p i r i t s .  The 
problem  i s  w hether th e  whole must not be u nders tood  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  th e
tru e  s u b je c t -m a t te r  which i s  - — th e  S p i r i t  o f C h r i s t   No human word,
no word o f P au l, i s  a b s o lu te  t r u t h .  In  t h i s  I  a g re e  w ith  Buitmann ----- and
s u re ly  w ith  a l l  i n t e l l i g e n t  p e o p le ................  But, n e v e r th e le s s ,  we must
le a r n  to  see  beyond P aul"("R om ans," pp. 17, 1 9 ). In  t h i s  q u o ta t io n  
B arth , i n  f a c t ,  su g g e s ts  h i s  answ er to  th e  q u e s tio n : "Which o f us [B arth
and Bultmann] i s  th e  more r a d ic a l? "  which i s  a d is c u s s io n  i n  which he says 
he does no t w ish to  engage. C f ."Romans," p . 16. On B a r th ’s view  of 
H is to r ic a l  C r i t ic is m , se e . "Romans," p p .6 -11 .
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in  h i s to r y .  N e v e rth e le s s , to  f a i l  to  see  th e  im portance o f th e  ’u n h i s t o r i c a l ’ 
which i s  beyond th e  happenings i n  h i s to r y ,  i s ,  acco rd in g  to  B arth , s p i r i t u a l  
p o v e r ty .[1] For what i s  im p o rtan t i s  th e  ’ n o n - h i s to r i c a l , ’ th e  s p i r i t u a l  meaning 
o f th e  th in g s  which happen in  h i s to r y .  F a ith  i s  no t to  b e lie v e  happenings in  
tim e and h i s to r y ,  but to  b e lie v e  th e  meaning o f h is to r y  which i s  beyond th e  
rea lm  o f h i s to r y .  T h ere fo re , fo r  B a rth , what has happened and no t happened in  
th e  rea lm  o f  h is to r y  i s  no t im p o rtan t fo r  f a i t h .  What i s  im p o rtan t i s  n o t in  
h i s to r y ,  bu t beyond h i s t o r y . [2 ]
That w ith  which r e v e la t io n  i s  concerned i s  a lso  beyond h i s to r y .  In  t h i s  
se n se , fo r  B arth  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  
from th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een w hat i s  beyond h is to r y  and w hat i s  in  h i s to r y ;  t h i s  
i s  a ls o  th e  same a s  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  rea lm  o f e t e r n i ty  and th e  rea lm  o f 
h i s to r y .  H is to ry  i t s e l f  does no t have a beg inn ing  and an  end, nor does th e  
meaning o f  h i s to r y .  A ll th e se  [a b eg in n in g , an end, and th e  meaning o f  h is to r y ]  
a re  beyond h i s to r y .
B a r th ’s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y  
becomes more ap p are n t when we c o n s id e r  th e  meaning which B arth  g iv e s  to  th e  term  
U rg e sc h ic h te . B arth  borrows th e  term  "U rg e sch ich te ’’ from Franz Overbeck. What 
does t h i s  terra mean i n  Overbeck and i n  B arth? A ccording to  O verbeck, 
’’U rgesch ich te^  i s  th e  h is to r y  which i s  i n  th e  rea lm  o f th e  O rig in  w here th e
1. The fo llo w in g  o b s e rv a tio n  o f th e  "Romans" o f  Harvey makes c le a r
w hat i s  B a r th ’s  view o f h i s t o r i c a l  c r i t i c i s m  in  th e  "Romans": " B a r th ’s
commentary u shered  i n  a  new th e o lo g ic a l  e r a .  In  th e  f i r s t  p la c e , i t  
enab led  him and th o se  who fo llow ed  him to  a cc ep t f u l l y  th e  methods o f  
h i s t o r i c a l  in q u iry  and y e t  to  use th a t  in q u iry  in  such a way t h a t  th e  
S c r ip tu re  could  be in t e r p r e te d  a s  documents which s t i l l  speak to  man about 
th e  d eep e st problem  o f h is  p e rso n a l e x is te n c e " ( o p . c i t . . p . 2 b ) .
2. Cf. "Romans," p . 20 : " I t  i s  p r e c is e ly  th e  h idden  th in g s  which
a re  d isp la y e d  by th e  S p i r i t  o f God. He prom ises e t e r n a l  l i f e  [ i n  th e
b e y o n d ]   to  th o se  who a r e  dead [ i n  h is to r y  ] .  He speaks o f  th e
b le sse d n e ss  o f  th e  R e s u r re c t io n  [ i n  th e  beyond ] -----  to  th o se  who a re
compassed abou t w ith  c o r ru p tio n  [ i n  h is to r y  ] . "
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d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  p a r t i c u la r  and th e  u n iv e rs a l  has no t y e t  been made.[1 ]  
T h ere fo re , "U rg esch ich te"  i s  c o n tra s te d  to  o rd in a ry  h is to r y  o r th e  rea lm  o f 
h i s t o r y . [2] A ccording to  B a r th ’s  summary o f Overbeck, Overbeck th in k s  as  
fo llo w s : "Out of th e  su p e ra te m p o ra l, unknowable, in c o n c e iv a b le  s u p e r -h is to ry
( U rg e sc h ic h te ) which i s  composed w holly  o f  b eg in n in g s , i n  which th e  b o u n d arie s  
d iv id in g  th e  in d iv id u a l  from th e  whole a re  s t i l l  f l u i d ,  we have come. To th e  
s in g le ,  co n ce ivab ly  im p o rtan t Moment o f  d ea th  in  which our l i f e  e n te r s  th e
sp h ere  o f th e  unknown w here, th roughou t our l i f e - t i m e ,  e x i s t s  a l l  which i s
beyond th e  w orld  known to  u s , we g o . ’’[3] For Overbeck th e se  two p o le s
- — ’U rg e sc h ic h te ’ and d ea th  ----- a re  th e  b a s ic  boun d arie s  o f man and h i s to r y .  We
l i v e  betw een th e se  two p o le s . "What l i e s  between th e se  two ends, th e se  two l a s t  
th in g s ,"  say s  B a rth , " i s  th e  w orld , our w orld , th e  com prehensib le w orld  which 
has been g iv e n  to  u s . W hatever i s  o r can be ’h i s t o r i c a l ’ i s  by i t s  n a tu re  (eo 
iP s o ) p a r t  o f t h i s  w orld . For ’h i s t o r i c a l ’ means ’s u b je c t  to  t im e . ’" [4 ]
A ccording to  Overbeck, w hatever i s  i n  t h i s  w orld  i s  th e  o b je c t o f c r i t i c i s m  
which red u ces  th e  whole to  r e l a t i v i t y .  W ithin  t h i s  w orld on ly  a s c e p t ic a l  
w orld-v iew  i s  p o s s ib le .  And w ith in  h i s to r y  th e re  i s  no beg inn ing  and no end: 
"There i s  no sen se  in  a sk in g  abou t th e  o r ig in  o f h i s to r y .  The q u e s tio n  of
w hether a t  th e  dawn o f h is to r y  th e re  was a  go lden  age o r pure  b e s t i a l i t y  i s
1. Franz O verbeck, C h ris t e ntum and K u ltu r (B ase l: Benno Schwabe and
C o., 1919)» s . 19. C ited  i n  C o rn e liu s  Van T i l 4The New Modernism, o p .c i t . ,  
p . 86. The fo llo w in g  d is c u s s io n  o f  O verbeck’s "U rg esch ich te"  i s  based on 
Van T i l  ( o p . c i t . ) and K arl B a rth , "U n se ttle d  Q u estio n s  fo r  Theology Today" 
(1920. th e  rev iew  a r t i c l e  o f O verbeck’s "C hristen tum  und K u ltu r " ) ,  in  
Theologv and C hurch, t r a n s .  Louse P e ttib o n e  Smith (London : SCM, 1962),
p p .55-73 .2 . C f .Thomas W .O g le tree ,o p .c i t . , p . 86: "By th e  n o tio n  o f  th e  "P rim al 
H is to ry " ( U rg e sc h ic h te 1 Overbeck i s  r e f e r r in g  to  t h a t  in co m p reh en sib le , 
su p era tem pora l beg inn ing  o f  our b e in g , th e  " h is to ry  b e fo re  h i s t o r y . "  I t  
d e s ig n a te s  th e  p o in t o f  o r ig in ,  a p o in t which in  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  e x is te n c e  
must rem ain  unknown to  u s ."
3 . Franz O verbeck .o p . c i t . . p p .2 0 f . ,  297. C ited  i n  B a rth , Theology 
and. Qhunsh.» p .58 .
4. B a r th .Theology and C hurch, p .59. q u o tin g  Overbeck, o p . c i t . . 
p . 242.
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ab su rd . Nor i s  th e re  any sense  i n  a sk in g  about th e  end o f  h is to r y .  In  h is to r y  
n o th ing  i s  ever f i n i s h e d , " [1 ]  Only beyond t h i s  h is to r y  and w orld  i s  th e r e  th e  
rea lm  o f o r ig in  (*U rgesohicht e O . This i s  th e  b a s ic  s t r u c tu r e  o f O verbeck’s 
though t abou t th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een h i s to r y  and U rg e sc h ic h te .
According to  O verbeck, th e  o r ig in  o f  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  a ls o  r e l a t e d  to
’U rg e s c h ic h te .’ C h r i s t i a n i ty  which i s  indeed  C h r i s t i a n i ty  i s  on ly  in  t h i s  rea lm
of ’U rg e s c h ic h te .’ A ccord ing ly , C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  in  f a c t ,  has n o th ing  to  do w ith
h is to r y .  B arth  sa y s : " I n f le x ib ly  he [O verbeck] c o n fro n ts  us w ith  th e  ch o ice :
i f  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  th e n  no t h i s to r y ;  i f  h i s to r y ,  th e n  no t C h r i s t i a n i t y . " [2 ] That
i s  to  say , C h r is t i a n i ty  has no th ing  to  do w ith  h is to r y  and, th e re f o r e ,  cannot be
found i n  th e  rea lm  o f h i s to r y ;  i f  any one t r i e s  to  f in d  C h r i s t i a n i ty  in
h i s to r y ,  he robs C h r i s t i a n i ty  o f  i t s  t r u e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  and makes i t  s u b je c t  to
th e  m a n ip u la tio n  o f men. Overbeck say s  as  fo llo w s :
’’For i n  th e  rea lm  o f h is to r y  man i s  suprem e. Here he makes h is  
d i s t i n c t i o n s  and d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n s  r e l a t i v e  to  h im se lf .  I t  i s  th e  
t e r r i t o r y  which he may c a l l  h is  own. He i s  lo rd  i n  t h i s  realm  because in  
i t  he m erely d e a ls  w ith  h im se lf  . . . .  The a t t r i b u t e s  o f th e  th in g s  o f  th e  
phenom enological w orld a re  th e  complex o f  t h e i r  o p e ra t io n s  by which they 
become th e  o b je c ts  o f  s c i e n t i f i c  m a n ip u la t io n ." [ 3]
T h e re fo re , say s  Overbeck: " H is to r ic  C h r i s t i a n i ty   t h a t  i s  th e
C h r i s t i a n i ty  su b je c te d  to  tim e ----- i s  an  a b s u r d i ty ." [4 ] A ccording to  Overbeck,
1. Franz O verbeck, o p ^ c i t . , p p .27, 30 . C ited  i n  Van T i l ,  o p . c i t .  . 
p p .8 8 f.
2 . B a r th ,Theology and Church. p .6 l .
3 . Franz O verbeck .o p .c i t . , p p .16 ,18 . C ited  in  Van T i l , o p . c i t . . 
p p .8 7 3 f.
4. Franz Overbeck, o p . c i t , p .242. C ited  i n  B arth , Theologv and 
Church, p .64 . Here we must th in k  o f  th e  d if f e re n c e  between O verbeck’s 
’a b s u r d i ty ’ and t h a t  o f K ie rk eg aa rd , A ccording to  Overbeck, C h r i s t i a n i ty  
cannot be in  h i s to r y .  T h e re fo re , C h r is t i a n i ty  in  h i s to r y  i s  an  a b s u rd i ty .  
However, fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , w ith o u t th e  a b su rd ity  th a t  C h r i s t i a n i ty  i s  in  
h i s to r y ,  th e re  i s  no C h r i s t i a n i ty ;  C h r is t i a n i ty  must be in  h i s to r y .  This 
i s  th e  re a so n  why K ierkegaard  a t ta c k e d  th e  s ta te -c h u rc h  o f Denmark w hich, 
acco rd in g  to  K ie rk eg a a rd ’s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  New Testam ent 
C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  was no t f a i t h f u l  to  th e  tru e  c h a ra c te r  o f church . This 
p o in t w i l l  be d isc u sse d  i n  d e t a i l  in  ch ap te r  I I I  o f t h i s  s tu d y .
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H is to r ic  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  no t C h r i s t i a n i ty  in  th e  r e a l  sen se  o f th e  word because
i t  i s  i n  h i s to r y .  There i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f a C h r i s t i a n i ty  in  h i s to r y .  The
only  p o s s ib le  abode o f C h r i s t i a n i ty  l i e s  in  th e  h is to r y  beyond h i s to r y
( U rg e sc h ic h te ) . What i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  h e re  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  Overbeck p la c e s
C h r is t  and th e  f a i t h  o f His fo llo w e rs  i n  Him in  th e  rea lm  o f ’U rg e sc h ic h te ’ :
" C h r is t ia n i ty  means n o th ing  e l s e  th a n  C h r is t  and th e  f a i t h  o f h is  fo llo w e rs  in
him; i t  i s  som ething above tim e; i n  th e  l i f e - t im e  o f J e s u s ,  i t  (C h r is t  and th e
f a i t h  in  Him) has as y e t  no e x is te n c e  a t  a l l . " [ 5] T h e re fo re , O verbeck’s p o s i t io n
i s  n o th in g  o th e r  th a n  th e  fo llo w in g  :
"The e te r n a l  permanence o f C h r i s t i a n i ty  can be claim ed on ly  from th e  
e te r n a l  v iew po in t (sub s p e c ie  a e t e r n i ) , t h a t  i s ,  from a s ta n d p o in t which 
knows n o th ing  o f tim e and o f th e  c o n t r a s t  o f youth  and age e x is t in g  on ly  
in  t im e ."[6 ]
Comparing O verbeck’s u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  ’ U rg e sc h ic h te ’ w ith  B a r th ’s  p o s i t io n  
on th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y ,  we can f in d  a s tro n g  s im i l a r i t y  
betw een them .[ 7] The most o u ts ta n d in g  s im i l a r i t y  i s  t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  
rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y ,  and i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  rea lm  which i s  b e y o n d .th is
rea lm . For both  o f them [B arth  and O verbeck] tim e and h i s to r y  i s  no t th e  rea lm
in  which God a c t s .  In  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y ,  man i s  suprem e. 
T h e re fo re , i f  God and His r e v e la t io n  e x i s t .  He and i t  would no t and could  no t be 
i n  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y ,  bu t must be in  th e  rea lm  o f th e  ’u n h i s t o r i c a l ’ 
o r ,  th e  rea lm  o f ’U rg e s c h ic h te .’ A ll th o se  th in g s  which a re  r e la te d  to  God 
canno t be in  th e  rea lm  o f  h is to r y  excep t t h e i r  d i s to r t e d  form , t h e i r  
c o n tra d ic te d  form . What i s  id e a l  i s  o n ly  in  th e  rea lm  o f  ’ U rg e s c h ic h te .’ For 
th e  rea lm  o f h is to r y  i s  th e  rea lm  o f th e  r e l a t i v e .  There cannot be an  a b s o lu te
5 . Franz Overbeck, o p . c i t . , p .28. C ited  i n  B a rth , Theologv and
Church. p .62.
6 .  Overbeck, o p . c i t . . p . 71. C ited  i n  B arth , Theology and C hurch,
p . 72 .
7 . For a  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  c lo se  r e l a t i o n  betw een Overbeck and th e
e a r ly  B arth , see  P e te r  Monsma,o p . c i t . , p p .69-74 .
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in  th e  rea lm  o f h i s to r y ;  w hat i s  a b s o lu te  i s  on ly  beyond th e  rea lm  o f h is to r y .
The second s im i l a r i t y  betw een B a r th ’s though t and th a t  o f Overbeck i s ,  a s  
we have su g g es ted , t h e i r  p o s tu la t io n  o f th e  realm  which i s  beyond th e  rea lm  o f 
h is to r y .  What i s  e s p e c ia l ly  in t e r e s t in g  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  
which they  g iv e  to  t h i s  rea lm  have a c lo se  r e l a t i o n  w ith  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  
p h ilo so p h ie s  o f  P la to  and K ant. In  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e i r  [B a r th ’ s and O verbeck’s ]  
u n d e rs tan d in g  th a t  w hat i s  in  th e  rea lm  o f th e  ’U rg e sc h ic h te ’ i s  th e  o r ig in  o f 
a l l  th in g s  in  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y ,  rem inds us o f  P la to ’ s ’rea lm  o f 
id e a s ’ o r K an t’s ’noumenal r e a lm .’ [1]
T h e re fo re , we can conclude th a t  th e  meaning which B arth  g iv e s  to  th e  term  
’U rg e sc h ic h te ’ i s  n o t d i f f e r e n t  from  th a t  o f O verbeck, For B a rth , l i k e  
Overbeck, ’ U rg e sc h ic h te ’ i s  ’n o n - h i s to r i c a l ’ which c o n d itio n s  a l l  h i s to r y  (o f .  
’’Romans,’’ p . 140). B arth  c a l l s  J e su s  C h r is t  th e  U rg e sc h ic h te . Here, we f in d  th e  
s im i l a r i t y  between B arth  and Overbeck. F o r, acco rd ing  to  B a rth , as f a r  as th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  who was in  tim e and h i s to r y  i s  concerned , he cannot be c a l le d  
th e  U rg e sc h ic h te ; on ly  when he i s  no lo n g e r  i n  h i s to r y ,  when he i s  in te r p r e te d  
in  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  which i s  no t in  h i s to r y ,  he can be c a l le d  
U rg e sc h ic h te . I f  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  U rg e sc h ic h te . th e n  he i s  no t in  h i s to r y ,  bu t 
i s  th e  o r ig in  o f h i s to r y ,  which does no t belong to  tim e and h i s to r y .
Up to  now, we have co n sid e red  B a r th ’s view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een
1. In  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  problem  i t  w i l l  be u s e fu l to  quo te  th e  
fo llo w in g  o b s e rv a tio n  o f Berkouwer on B a r th ’s "Romans"(1922); "U ndoutedly 
some p h ilo so p h ic , e s p e c ia l ly  P la to n ic ,  thou g h ts  have p laced  t h e i r  stamp on 
B a r th ’ s "R oem erbrief" and t h i s  h as  no t in f r e q u e n tly  c re a te d  th e  im p re ss io n  
t h a t  he was more concerned w ith  th e  c r i s i s  o f  " e te r n i ty "  over tim e th a n  
w ith  th e  judgm ent o f  th e  l iv in g  God. B ib l ic a l  th o u g h ts  a re  c o n s ta n t ly  
obscured by a tra n s c e n d e n ta l bo u n d ary -id ea , which rem inds one more ^  philosophical id e a lism  lh a n  a t X h s  sosrsl," G.c.Berkouw er,The Triumph qL  
Grace in  th e  Theology o f  K arl B a r th , t r a n s .  Harry R.Boer (LondonrThe 
P a te rn o s te r  P re s s , 1956), p . 3 1 . For f u r th e r  d is c u s s io r^ o f  th e  K an tian  
background o f O yerbeck’s and B a r th ’s th o u g h t, see  Van T i l , New Modernism, 
pp. 42 ,80-106 .
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r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y  in  th r e e  r e s p e c t s .  According to  our co n c lu s io n , B arth  
th in k s  t h a t  what i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y  cannot be a b s o lu te ,  so t h a t  G od 's 
r e v e la t io n  cannot be i n  h i s to r y ,  bu t must be beyond h i s to r y  as  th e  o r ig in  o f 
h is to r y .  And he c a l l s  w hat i s  beyond h i s to r y  "U rgesch ich te"  fo llo w in g  O verbeck. 
Now l e t  us b r i e f ly  compare B a r th 's  view  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and 
h i s to r y  to  th a t  o f K ierk eg aard .
As we s h a l l  see  in  c h a p te r  I I I ,  fo r  K ierkegaard  r e v e l a t i o n  took p la c e  in  
tim e and h i s to r y ,  a tim e and h i s to r y  which a re  not d i f f e r e n t  from th e  tim e and 
h is to r y  in  which we l i v e .  Of c o u rse , r e v e la t io n  i s  a very  s p e c ia l  f a c t  a s  th e  
a b so lu te  f a c t .  However, as  f a r  as th e  happening o f  r e v e la t io n  in  tim e and 
h i s to r y  i s  concerned , i t  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  The 
a b so lu te  f a c t  i s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  as  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ;  i t  h as  th e  
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  That i s  to  say , fo r  K ierk eg aard , 
r e v e la t io n  does no t tak e  p lace  in  a rea lm  which i s  beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  I f  
th e re  w ere no r e v e la t io n  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e re  would be no r e v e l a t i o n  a t  
a l l .  R e v e la tio n  i s  no t som ething which i s  beyond o r behind  th e  th in g s  which a re  
in  tim e and h i s to r y .
Here we can see  a d if f e re n c e  betw een K ie rk e g a a rd 's  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  o f 
r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  and t h a t  o f B arth . B arth , a s  we have seen  in  t h i s  
s e c t io n ,  t r i e s  to  make r e v e la t io n  th e  e te r n a l  r e v e la t io n  which i s  no t in  th e  
f lu x  o f  tim e and h i s to r y .  He does t h i s  i n  o rd e r to  p r o te c t  r e v e la t io n  from a l l  
k in d s o f  c r i t i c i s m  ( e . g . ,  h i s t o r i c a l  c r i t i c i s m  e t c . ) .  According to  B arth , 
th e re f o r e ,  even though th e  h i s t o r i c a l  e lem en ts which a re  r e la te d  to  r e v e la t io n  
(which i s  beyond th e se  h i s t o r i c a l  e lem en ts) can be c r i t i c i z e d  and abandoned, 
r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  can rem ain  w ith o u t any d i f f i c u l t i e s .
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Here a q u e s tio n  may be r a i s e d ;  Does no t B arth  t r y  to  em phasize th e
a b so lu te  c h a ra c te r  o f r e v e la t io n  w hich ta k e s  p lace  in  tim e and h is to ry ?  I f  t h i s
w ere th e  case , th e n  we should  have to  th in k  th a t  even though t h e i r  e x p re s s io n s
a re  s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t ,  th e re  i s  no r e a l  d if f e re n c e  between B arth  and
K ie rk eg aa rd , In  f a c t ,  th e re  a r e  some s c h o la rs  who i n t e r p r e t  B arth  i n  t h i s
w ay .[1 ] T h e ir  m ajor th e s i s  i s  t h a t  i n  th e  s p e c ia l  s i t u a t i o n  o f th e  e a r ly
tw e n tie th  c e n tu ry , and e s p e c ia l ly  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  a n th ro p o lo g ic a l or
r e l a t i o n a l  th e o lo g ie s  o f  n in e te e n th  c e n tu ry , B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize th e
a b so lu te n e s s  o f  God and His r e v e la t io n .  B a r th 's  e x p re s s io n s  which seem to
su g g es t t h a t  r e v e la t io n  i s  no t i n  tim e and h is to r y  must be in te r p r e te d  i n  th e
l i g h t  o f B a r th 's  r e a l  in t e n t io n  which i s  to  em phasize th e  a b so lu te n e s s  o f  G od's
r e v e la t io n .  One o f th e  im p lic a t io n s  o f  such an a s s e r t i o n  i s  th a t  B a rth , in
f a c t ,  does no t deny th e  h i s t o r i c a l  happening o f r e v e la t io n .  For exam ple, Hans
F re i  says  o f  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n  in  th e  second e d i t io n  o f  th e  "Romans";
"The in t e n t io n  o f  th e  second e d i t io n  o f Der R oem erbrief i s  in  la rg e  p a r t  
to  p o in t to  th e  com plete newness, th e  m ira c le  of th e  g race  and freedom  of
God ----  in  c o n t ra s t  to  th e  r e l a t i o n a l  th e o lo g ie s  o f l ib e r a l i s m  e t .  a l .
which always began w ith  th e  g iv e n n e ss , th e  to g e th e rn e s s  o f God and man in  
th e  r e l a t i o n  o f  r e v e la t io n .  To say sim ply th a t  th e  to g e th e rn e s s  o f  God 
and man i s  sh ee r n o v e lty , sh e e r  g race  and m ira c le ,  would have found no 
d is s e n t  on th e  p a r t  o f th o se  whom B arth  opposed. To d is t in g u is h  h is
in t e n t io n  from t h e i r s ,  he made use o f th e  concep t (among o th e r s )  o f
r e v e la t io n  as  e s c h a to lo g y ," [2 j
By th e  p h rase  'r e v e l a t i o n  a s  e s c h a to lo g y ' F re i  means B a r th 's  em phasis on th e
e s c h a to lo g ic a l  c h a ra c te r  o f r e v e la t io n ;  t h a t ,  as we have seen , even though
r e v e l a t i o n  i s  g iv e n  w holly  in  th e  e t e r n a l  Moment, we have to  aw ait i t  a s  men who
l i v e  i n  th e  rea lm  o f  tim e and h i s to r y ,  fo r  r e v e la t io n  i s  on ly  in  th e  e te r n a l
Moment and does not belong to  tim e. T hat i s  to  say , th e  re a so n  why B arth
e x p re s se s  h im se lf  in  such a way th a t  i t  appea rs  t h a t  he does no t reco g n ize  th e
1, For th e  view s which i n t e r p r e t  th e  theo logy  o f e a r ly  B arth  in  t h i s  
way, se e . H .R .M ackin tosh ,on. o it_ ., p p .289-292; Thomas F. T o rra n c e ,o p . c i t . . 
p p .74-79; W.W.Wells, o p . c i t . . p p .1 9 4 ff . ; James D. S m art,o p ._ o it . , 
p p . l lS f ;  Hans F r e i ,  o p . c i t . , p p .9 4 f f . .
2 . Hans F r e i ,  o p . c i t . . p . 94.
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f a c t  th a t  r e v e la t io n  i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y  i s  t h a t  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n  i s  to
em phasize th e  a b s o lu te  newness o f  God in  c o n t ra s t  to  r e l a t i o n a l  th e o lo g ia n s .
However, i s  i t  p o s s ib le  to  say th a t  B a r th 's  i n t e n t io n  i s  to  re c o g n iz e  th e  
h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n ?  And i s  i t  p o s s ib le  to  say th a t  th e  re a so n  why B arth  
e x p re sse s  h im se lf  in  such a  way th a t  he ap p ea rs  to  deny th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f
r e v e la t io n  i s  on ly  to  em phasize th e  a b s o lu te n e s s  o f God, and has no r e l a t i o n  to
h is  view o f th e  d u a l i s t i c  s t r u c tu r e  o f th e  rea lm  o f God and th e  rea lm  o f man?
I t  seems to  me t h a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  answ er th e se  q u e s tio n s
a f f i r m a t iv e ly .  F o r, as  we have seen  i n  t h i s  s e c t io n ,  fo r  B a rth , i f  r e v e la t io n  
w ere i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e n  i t  would no t be th e  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  p ro p er 
sense  o f th e  word. A ccording to  B a rth , what i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y  i s  r e l a t i v e ,  
w hereas r e v e la t io n  must be a b s o lu te .  T h e re fo re , to  speak o f  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of 
r e v e la t io n  i s ,  fo r  B arth  to  make th e  r e v e la t io n  a r e l a t i v e  one, an o b je c t  of 
h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s is .  I t  i s  p r e c i s e ly  t h i s  t h a t  B arth  t r i e s  to  avo id  in  h is  
d is c u s s io n  o f  r e v e la t io n .  Hence, B a r th 's  e x p re s s io n  t h a t  r e v e la t io n  i s  no t in  
tim e and h i s to r y  i s  no t sim ply a q u e s tio n  o f  em phasizing th e  newness and th e  
a b s o lu te n e s s  o f  r e v e la t io n  which ta k e s  p lace  i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  A ccording to  
h i s  th o u g h t - s t ru c tu r e ,  in  which i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  th a t  God shou ld  e n te r  tim e and 
h i s to r y ,  i t  i s  a ls o  im p o ss ib le  to  say th a t  r e v e l a t i o n  belongs to  tim e and 
h i s t o r y . [1]
In  c o n tra s t  to  B a rth , fo r  K ierkegaard  i f  we w ere to  a s s e r t  t h a t  th e re  i s  
r e v e l a t i o n  w hich, in  f a c t ,  as  an  e te r n a l  r e v e la t io n ,  i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y .
1. Thomas W .O gletree , i n  h i s  book C h r is t ia n  F a ith  and H is to ry , has 
c l e a r ly  shown th a t  th e  e a r ly  B a r th 's  view o f h i s to r y  i s  s im i la r  to  (o r , 
more r a d ic a l  th an ) t h a t  o f E .T ro e l ts c h . See, p p .32-114 . e s p . ,  p . 43: " In
f a c t ,  in  a f a r  more thoroughgoing  sense  th a n  T ro e l ts c h , B arth  f in d s  in  
h is to r y  as such on ly  th e  t r a n s i e n t  and p a s s in g , on ly  a m ean ing less  f lu x  
and flow  o f e v e n ts . He too  th e n  looks beyond h i s to r y  fo r  meaning and 
v a lu e ."
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t h i s  would be an  a ttem p t to  tak e  away C h r i s t i a n i ty .  Thus we can say th a t  th e re  
i s  a d if f e re n c e  betw een B a r th 's  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  and 
h i s to r y  and th a t  o f  K ierk eg aard . In  a se n se , t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f  t h i s  
problem  a re  two c o n f l ic t in g  p o s i t io n s .  This d if f e re n c e  o f t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g  
o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e l a t i o n  and h i s to r y ,  can be co n sid e red  to  be th e  
re a s o n  why they  use  th e  term  'P a ra d o x ' in  d i f f e r e n t  c o n te x ts .  This i s  th e  theme 
which we s h a l l  co n s id e r in  th e  next s e c t io n .
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The p o in t which I  s h a l l  t r y  to  show in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  
th e  p o in ts  . which I  have d e a l t  w ith  in  th e  l a s t  two s e c t io n s .  According to  th e
c o n c lu s io n s  which we have reached  i n  th e  l a s t  two s e c t io n s ,  fo r  B arth , G od's
r e v e la t io n ,  even though i t  i s  r e l a t e d  to  w hat i s  in  h i s to r y ,  i s  no t i n  tim e and 
h i s to r y ,  bu t beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  T his i s  th e  b a s ic  re a so n  why G od's 
r e v e l a t i o n  i s  c a l le d  th e  Paradox by B a rth . I t  i s  t h i s  p o in t  which I  s h a l l  argue 
in  t h i s  s e c t io n .  That i s  to  say , fo r  B a rth , s in c e  r e v e la t io n ,  as  th e  r e v e l a t i o n  
which i s  i n  G od 's hands, i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  i t  i s  c a l le d  th e  Paradox.
At th e  back o f t h i s  argum ent, th e re  i s  B a r th 's  two w orlds th e o ry : th e re
a r e  two w orlds i n  c o n f l i c t  w ith  one an o th e r  w ith o u t end — G od's w orld and our 
w orld . A ccording to  B a rth , th e se  two w orlds a re  a b s o lu te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from one 
a n o th e r . T h ere fo re , what i s  i n  G od 's w orld  cannot e n te r  i n to  our w orld , fo r  i f  
i t  e n te re d  in to  our w orld , th e n  i t  would become som ething which i s  in  our w orld 
and cease  to  be som ething which i s  in  G od 's w orld . The on ly  way in  which G od's 
w orld  h as  a r e l a t i o n  to  our w orld w ith o u t cea sin g  to  be G od 's w orld , i s  to  touch
our w orld  a s  a ta n g en t to u ch es  a c i r c l e ,  th a t  i s ,  w ith o u t to uch ing  i t .  G od's
w orld and th e  r e v e la t io n  o f  G od 's w orld  (and a l s o ,  th e  a c t  o r th e  even t o f t h i s  
to u c h in g ) th u s , in  f a c t ,  a r e  not i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  T h e re fo re , i t  i s  c a l le d  
th e  Paradox because i t  i s  n o t i n  our w orld .
According to  B a r th 's  th in k in g , th e re f o r e ,  when th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een G od 's 
w orld and our w orld ta k e s  p la c e , th e re  must be two d i f f e r e n t  e lem en ts  which a re  
inv o lv ed  in  t h i s  r e l a t i o n ;  one o f them i s  th e  elem ent which i s  ho t i n  our 
w orld , bu t beyond i t  ( r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  o r th e  a c t u a l i ty  o f r e v e l a t i o n ) ,  w h ile  
th e  o th e r  one i s  i n  our w orld  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  but i s  no t 
i t s e l f  th e  r e v e la t io n .  What i s  i n  our w orld , th e re f o r e ,  i s  not c a l le d  th e
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P aradox, fo r  i t  i s  in  our w orld . Only what i s  no t in  our w orld  i s  c a l le d  th e
Paradox by B arth . To show t h i s  I  s h a l l  c o n s id e r  two c a se s  to  which B arth
a p p l ie s  th e  term  Paradox: (1) th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  he say s  i s  no t th e  Paradox ;
bu t J e su s  C h r is t  who i s  no t i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  but in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f 
th e  R e s u r re c tio n  which i s  a ls o  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  i s  th e  Paradox. (2) The 
p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  between God and man which i s  g iv e n  in  J e su s  C h r is t  i s  no t in  
tim e and h i s to r y ,  bu t beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  T h ere fo re  th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n
betw een God and man which i s  prom ised i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  th e
Paradox.
We s h a l l  co n s id e r  th e se  two cases  i n  tu r n .  Through t h i s  c o n s id e ra t io n , i t  
w i l l  become c le a r  th a t  th e  co n te x t in  which B arth  u ses  th e  terra Paradox i s  when
he i s  speak ing  o f  th e  th in g s  which do not belong to  and a re  not in  our w orld ,
th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y .
F i r s t ,  B arth  c a l l s  J e su s  C h r is t  th e  Paradox fo llo w in g  K ierk eg aard . 
However, a s  we s h a l l  see  in  t h i s  s e c t io n  and i n  c h a p te r  I I I ,  th e  c o n te x ts  in
which they  c a l l  Je su s  C h r is t  th e  Paradox, i t  seems to  me a t  l e a s t ,  a re  d i f f e r e n t
from one a n o th e r . The p o in t  which I  s h a l l  make h e re  i s  t h a t ,  fo r  B a rth , s in c e  
J e su s  C h r is t  in  whom G od's w orld  touches our w orld does no t belong to  and i s  no t 
in  our w orld , He i s  th e  Paradox. This p o in t  w i l l  be c l e a r e r  when we co n s id e r 
th e  f a c t  th a t  B arth  t r i e s  to  u n d ers tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
R e s u rre c tio n .
The R e su rre c tio n  o f J e su s  C h r is t ,  a s  we have seen  in  th e  f i r s t  s e c t io n  o f
th i s  c h a p te r ,  i s  ve ry  im p o rtan t to  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n ;  i t  i s
" th e  r e v e la t io n "  ("Romans," p . 3 0 ) .  The r e v e la t io n  o f  what? B arth  say s ;
"[The R e s u rre c tio n  i s ]  th e  d is c lo s in g  o f  Je su s  a s  th e  C h r is t ,  th e  
ap p ea rin g  o f  God, and th e  apprehend ing  o f  God i n  J e s u s .  The R e s u r re c tio n  
i s  th e  emergence o f  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f  g iv in g  g lo ry  to  God: th e  r e c o g n i t io n
o f  Him as  Paradox, V ic to r  and P rim al H is to rv  ( U rg e sc h ic h te )" ("Romans," 
p .3 0 ) .
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The f a c t  t h a t  Je su s  i s  th e  C h r is t  i s  g iv e n  to  us on ly  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n ; 
b e fo re ^ th e  R e s u rre c tio n , th e re  i s  no r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  a re  no t even any s ig n s  o f  
t h i s  f a c t ,  on ly  in  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  i s  He re v e a le d  a s  th e  C h r is t .  That J e su s  i s  
th e  C h r is t ,  fo r  B arth , means t h a t  Je su s  i s  our Lord and th e  Son o f God, so t h a t  
in  J e su s  C h r is t  th e  Kingdom o f  God to u ch es  our w orld("R om ans," pp. 2 7 f . ) .  But 
t h i s  i s  re v e a le d  on ly  in  th e  R e s u r re c tio n . [1 ]
What does B arth  mean by th e  e x p re s s io n  th a t  G od's w orld  (o r ,  G od's rea lm , 
o r th e  Kingdom o f God) to u ch es  our w orld? Does t h i s  mean t h a t  G od 's w orld  comes 
in to  our w orld through i t s  b reak in g  th rough  th e  l i n e  o f th e  d i a s t a s i s  between 
G od's rea lm  and our w orld? I t  i s  h a rd , i t  seems to  me, to  answer th i s  q u e s tio n  
p o s i t i v e ly ,  fo r  B a r th 's  d e s c r ip t io n  o f  th e  touch ing  o f  G od 's w orld and our w orld 
does n o t a llow  us to  i n t e r p r e t  B arth  in  such a way. A ccording to  B arth , th e re  
a re  two w orlds (o r , rea lm s) which a re  a b s o lu te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r ; th e  
one w orld  i s  th e  known w orld  i n  which we l i v e ,  " th e  w orld o f men, and o f  tim e , 
and o f  th in g s  - — our w orld"("R om ans," p . 2 9 ) . The o th e r  w orld , which i s  
unknown, i s  th e  w orld o f  th e  Beyond, o f th e  Prim al O rig in , o f th e  F a th e r ,  o f  th e  
Prim al C re a tio n , and o f  th e  f i n a l  Redemption( Cf. "Romans," p p .28, 226, 243,
289, 331, 4 9 7 ) .[2 ]  But, fo r  B a rth , th e  e x p re s s io n  th a t  one w orld i s  th e  known
w orld  and th e  o th e r  w orld i s  th e  unknown w orld  does no t mean th a t  th e  o th e r  
w orld which B arth  c a l l s  th e  unknown w orld  cannot be reco g n ized  a t  a l l .  The 
w orld o f  God o r th e  w orld o f  th e  O rig in  has i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  our w orld from th e  
f i r s t ,  f o r ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  w orld o f God i s  th e  o r ig in  o f our w orld . 
However, G od's w orld and our w orld  do no t have a s im ila r  n a tu re  o r c h a ra c te r .
1. T h ere fo re , fo r  B a rth , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  i s  no t r e v e la t io n .  
Even a f t e r  th e  R e s u r re c tio n , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  in  
tim e , h is to r y ,  and our w orld  i s  no t r e v e la t io n  and, th e re fo re ,  i s  no t th e  
Paradox. For th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  a r e  
not i n  th e  new w orld .
2 . These two w orlds a re  sometimes r e f e r r e d  to  a s  th e  o ld  w orld  (o f 
th e  f l e s h )  and th e  new w orld (o f th e  S p i r i t ) .  Cf. "Romans," p . 30 .
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B arth  in tro d u c e s  th e  name Je su s  C h r is t  i n to  t h i s  d u a l i s t i c  s t r u c t u r e  o f
G od's w orld  and our w orld . " In  t h i s  name," say s  B a rth , "two w orlds meet and go
a p a r t ,  two p la n es  i n t e r s e c t ,  th e  one known and th e  o th e r  unknown"( "Romans, "
p .2 9 ) . B ut, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , t h i s  i s  re v e a le d  on ly  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n : "
. . .  i n  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  th e  new w orld  o f  th e  Holy S p i r i t  to u ch es th e  o ld  w orld
o f  th e  f le sh " ("R o m an s ," p . 3 0 ) .  Yet R e su rre c tio n  i t s e l f  has a  very  s p e c ia l
c h a r a c te r ,  B arth  im m ediately  q u a l i f i e s  th e  c h a ra c te r  o f th e  touch ing  which he
has s a id  ta k e s  p la ce  in, th e  R e s u rre c t io n  by say ing  th a t  i t  " tou ch es i t  a s  a
ta n g e n t touches a c i r c l e ,  t h a t  i s ,  w ith o u t touch ing  i t .  And p r e c i s e ly  because
i t  does no t touch i t ,  i t  to uches i t  a s  i t s  f r o n t i e r  as th e  new
w orld"("Rom ans, " p . 3 0 ) . In  a  word, as  we have seen  in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n ,  th e
R e s u rre c tio n  i t s e l f  does no t belong to  and ta k e  p la c e  i n  our w orld and ,
th e r e f o r e ,  i t  does no t belong to  tim e and h i s to r y ,  bu t belongs to  th e  rea lm  o f
God, th e  new w orld . A ccording to  B a r th , i f  th e  R e s u r re c t io n  w ere in  tim e and
h is to r y ,  i t  could  no t be th e  R e s u r re c t io n  i n  th e  r e a l  sen se  o f th e  word:
" R e su rre c tio n  ceases  to  be R e s u r re c tio n , i f  i t  be some abnormal even t s id e  
by s id e  w ith  o th e r  e v e n ts ."
" I f  we th r u s t  th e  R e s u r re c t io n  in to  h i s to r y ,  i f  we s e t  th e  p r e - s u p p o s i t io n  
which i s  i n  J e su s  w ith in  th e  sequence o f  ev en ts  . . . .  we in tro d u c e , a s  i t  
w ere, a s p e c tr e  which devours every  l i v in g  th in g "("R o m an s," p . 115).
So, acc o rd in g  to  B arth , we have to  re g a rd  th e  R e su rre c tio n  a s  a n o n - h is to r ic a l
happening: "This r e v e r s a l  or tr a n s fo rm a tio n  i s  no t an  'h i s t o r i c a l  e v e n t ' which
may be p laced  s id e  by s id e  w ith  o th e r  e v e n ts . R ather i t  i s  th e  n o n - h is to r ic a l
happening , by which a l l  o th e r  e v e n ts  a re  bounded, and to  which ev en ts  b e fo re  and
on and a f t e r  E a s te r  Day p o in t"("R o m an s," p . 2 0 3 ). F or, what belongs to  G od 's
w orld canno t be in  tim e and h i s to r y .
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Hence, Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  re v e a le d  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  a ls o  not i n  our 
w orld , h i s to r y ,  and tim e . Of c o u rse , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  i s  i n  our w orld , tim e 
and h i s to r y  as  o th e r  men a r e .  But th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s , as  he was, i s  no t J e su s  
C h r is t .  B arth  em phasizes th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  cannot be reg a rd ed  
a s  th e  C h r is t .  The Day o f Je su s  C h r is t  i s  on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
R e su rre c tio n . "The new Day which has dawned fo r  men i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n , " say s
B arth , " i s  th e  Dav o f J e su s  C h r i s t ; t h i s  i s  th e  Day th a t  u sh e rs  i n  th e
tra n s fo rm a tio n  o f  a l l  tim e in to  e te rn ity " (" R o m a n s ," p . 6 9 ) . The Day o f Je su s  
C h r is t  has dawned fo r  men i n  th e  R e s u r re c t io n  which does no t belong to  tim e; i t  
has no t dawned in  th e  l i f e  tim e o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s .  The Day o f J e su s  
C h r is t  i s  th e  day th a t  u sh e rs  in  th e  tra n s fo rm a tio n  o f a l l  tim e in to  e t e r n i t y ,  
so i t  canno t be i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  On th e  c o n tra ry , i t  i s  and belongs to  
e t e r n i ty  and G od 's rea lm . T h e re fo re , " Je su s  a s  th e  C h r is t ,  a s  th e  M essiah i s  
th e  End o f  H is to ry ; and He can be comprehended only  a s  Paradox, as  V ic to r , as 
P rim al H isto rvC U rg e sc h ic h te )"("R om ans." p . 2 9 ) .
Here we can f in d  th e  answer to  th e  q u e s tio n  a s  to  why B arth  c a l l s  Je su s  
C h r is t  th e  Paradox. For B arth  to  u n d ers tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  Paradox i s  th e  same 
a s  to  u n d ers tan d  Him as  V ic to r  o r a s  Prim al H is to ry  , ( U rg e sc h ic h te 1. And 
fo llo w in g  B a r th 's  own te rm in o lo g y , i t  i s  th e  same a s  to  u n d ers tan d  Him as th e
End o f  H is to ry . The End o f  H is to ry , fo r  B a rth , i s  no t an  end which i s  and
belongs to  h i s to r y ,  bu t th e  End which i s  beyond tim e and h is to r y .  And, fo r  
B a rth , i f  one does no t u n d e rs tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  th e  End o f  H is to ry , one does 
no t u n d ers tan d  Him as  Paradox. Hence, to  u n d ers tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  Paradox, 
fo r  B a rth , i s  to  u n d ers tan d  Him as th e  one who i s  not in  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our
w orld , bu t beyond them. For B a rth , as  we have seen , Jesu s  C h r is t  i s  on ly  in  th e
l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  which does no t belong to  tim e and h i s to r y .  T h e re fo re ,
t h i s  J e su s  C h r is t  who i s  n o t in  tim e and h is to r y  i s  th e  Paradox in  th e  sense
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which B arth  th in k s  o f  P aradox. That i s  to  say , fo r  B arth , th e  re a so n  why Jesu s
C h r is t  i s  th e  Paradox i s  because He, in  whom G od's w orld  touches our w orld
w ith o u t to uch ing  i t ,  does no t belong to  our w orld . According to  B a rth , i f  J e su s
C h r is t  w ere i n  tim e, h i s to r y ,  and our w orld , th e n  th e  new w orld (o r , th e  Kingdom
o f God ) would no t have come in t o  our w orld . F or, i f  Je su s  C h r is t  were in  tim e
and h i s to r y ,  th e n  w hat had come th rough Him could no t be th e  New World i n  th e
r e a l  sen se  o f th e  word. B arth  say s :
"A n e g a tio n  which rem ains s id e  by s id e  w ith  th e  p o s i t io n  i t  n eg a tes  must
i t s e l f  be neg a ted , and i s  th e re f o r e  no t r u ly  r a d ic a l  n eg a tio n  . . . .  The
Paradox which s t i l l  rem ains i n  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  normal s p i r i t u a l
e x p e rie n c e , however p e c u l ia r  o r abnormal . . .  i t  may be, i s  no r e a l
Paradox. That o th e r  from which we have come and which i s  c o n tra s te d  w ith
a l l  c o n c re te , known, tem p o ra l, human e x is te n c e  can be in  no m a tte r  w holly
d i s t i n c t  u n le ss  i t  be in  every  manner w holly  d i s t i n c t "  ("Romans," p . 115).
T h e re fo re , i f  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  th e  Paradox i n  th e  r e a l  sen se , He must no t be in
tim e and h i s to r y .  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  Paradox e x i s t s  in ,  and belongs to ,  on ly  th e
new w orld (o r , th e  Kingdom o f God ) .
T his p o in t i s  c le a r e r  when we co n s id e r  th e  f a c t  t h a t  B arth  t r i e s  to  r e l a t e  
Paradox and U rg esch ich te . To u n d ers tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  as  Paradox, fo r  B a rth , i s  
not d i f f e r e n t  from th e  u n d e rs tan d in g  which s e e s  Him as  U rg e sc h ic h te . Y et, a s  we 
have seen  in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n ,  th e  term  'U rg e sc h ic h te ' means th a t  which i s  no t 
i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  but th e  P rim al O rig in  o f a l l  t h a t  i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  
To u n d ers tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  'U rg e s c h ic h te ',  t h u s , i s  p o s s ib le  on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  
o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n . That i s  to  say , i t  means to  u n d ers tan d  Him as th e  one who
i s  no t i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  As f a r  as Je su s  who i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y  i s
concerned , he cannot be reg a rd ed  and c a l le d  ' U rg esch ich te . ' Only when he i s  no 
lo n g e r in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  when he i s  in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
R e s u rre c tio n , can He a s  J e su s  C h r is t  be c a l le d  '.
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I f  th e  re a so n  why B arth  c a l l s  J e su s  C h r is t  ' U rg e sc h ic h te * i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  
from th e  re a so n  why he c a l l s  Him Paradox, th e n  i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  
term  Paradox can be a p p lie d  on ly  to  th e  th in g s  which a re  no t in  tim e and 
h i s to r y .  That i s  to  sa y , s in c e  Jesu s  C h r is t  i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  B arth  
c a l l s  Him Paradox, as  he [B a rth ]  c a l l s  Him ' U rg esch ich te ' o r th e  End o f  H is to ry .
When we compare B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  Jesu s  C h r is t  a s  Paradox to  t h a t  o f 
K ie rk eg aard , we f in d  a c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e r e n c e  between them. As we s h a l l  see  i n  
c h a p te r  I I I ,  fo r  K ierk eg aard , th e  re a so n  why Jesu s  i s  th e  Paradox i s  t h a t  he i s  
th e  'God i n  tim e ' o r th e  ' God-Man,' What i s  im p o rtan t fo r  K ierkegaard  i s  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  th e  e te rn a l  God came in to  e x is te n c e  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ;  God became 
an  in d iv id u a l  man, Jesu s  o f  N azare th . God i n  tim e, God i n  h i s to r y ,  o r God i n  
our c o n c re te  w orld i s  th e  meaning o f  Paradox fo r  K ierk eg aard . I f  God w ere not 
a c tu a l ly  in  tim e, h i s to r y ,  and our w orld , th e re  would be no th ing  which 
K ierkegaard  would c a l l  th e  a b s o lu te  Paradox. For K ierk eg aard , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t  th a t  God i s  i n  tim e as  an  in d iv id u a l  man (Je su s  o f  N azareth ) i s  th e  
a b so lu te  Paradox. And a s  f a r  as  i t s  happening i n  tim e and h i s to r y  i s  concerned , 
fo r  K ierkegaard  t h i s  f a c t  [ th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  t h a t  God i s  i n  tim e a s  an  
in d iv id u a l  man] i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  T h ere fo re , 
K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  em phasize th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  of J e su s  i n  h is  h u m ilia t io n  
r a th e r  th an  th e  e x a lte d  s t a t e  which s t a r t s  from th e  R e s u r re c tio n  o f J e s u s . That 
i s  to  say , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  i s  th e  o b je c t o f  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  
o ffe n se  and th e  Paradox.
We can conclude, th u s , th a t  (1) B arth  se e s  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  th e  one who i s  
no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  w hereas K ierkegaard  (as we s h a l l  show in  ch a p te r  I I I )  
s e e s  Him as th e  'God in  t im e ';  t h a t  (2) B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize th e  
R e s u r re c tio n  a s  th e  r e v e l a t i o n  and, th e re fo re ,  th e  s t a r t i n g  p o in t o f  th e  
Paradox, w hereas K ierkegaard  (a s  we s h a l l  show in  ch ap te r  I I I )  em phasizes th e
Page 6 3
h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  and t r i e s  to  see  th e  a b s o lu te  Paradox and th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  i n  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ;  and t h a t ,  th e re fo re ,  (3) B arth  
th in k s  o f  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  Paradox because He i s  no t i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  
K ierkegaard  (a s  we s h a l l  show in  ch a p te r  I I I )  a s s e r t s  t h a t  J e s u s , as  th e  
God-man, i s  Paradox because he i s  in  tim e , h is to r y ,  and our w orld .
S econdly , B arth  speaks o f  th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  betw een God and man a s  
'P a ra d o x '.  In  t h i s  c a se , a s  in  th e  case o f Je su s  C h r is t ,  B arth  does not th in k  
th a t  th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  betw een God and man, which i s  in tro d u c e d  by Jesu s  
C h r is t  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  R e s u r re c tio n , i s  in  tim e, h i s to r y ,  and our w orld . 
So, h e re  we f in d  an o th e r  example o f  th e  f a c t  t h a t  B a r th 's  usage o f th e  term  
Paradox i s  r e la te d  to  th e  a b s o lu te  d i a s t a s i s  o f  G od's rea lm  and our rea lm  which 
makes i t  im p o ss ib le  th a t  even God shou ld  b reak  through th e  gap between th e se  two 
rea lm s . We s h a l l  examine th i s  case  in  r e l a t i o n  to  B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n  o f  G od 's 
'Y e s ',  fo r  only  in  G od 's 'Y e s ',  fo r  B a rth , i s  th e re  a p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
God and m an.[1]
B a r th 's  s t a r t i n g  p o in t  i s  a g a in  th e  R e su r re c tio n  o f Je su s  C h r is t ;
"The new Day which has dawned fo r  men in  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  . . . .  i s  th e  Day 
t h a t  u sh e rs  i n  th e  tra n s fo rm a tio n  o f  a l l  tim e in to  e t e r n i ty  . . . I n  C h r is t  
th e re  has appeared  an  end, but a ls o  a  beg inn ing , a p a ss in g  to  c o r ru p tio n , 
bu t a ls o  a becoming new; and both  a re  fo r  th e  whole and fo r  a l l  men.For 
th e  Redeemer who has been m an ifes ted  in  C h r is t  i s  th e  C rea to r o f a l l  
th in g s " ( "Romans," p . 6 9 ) .
T h e re fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  R e s u r re c tio n  must be in te r p r e te d  as  G od 's
"Yes" o r G od's a f f i r m a t io n  to  th e  th in g s  th a t  a re  negated  on th e  c ro s s . The
f a c t  t h a t  th e  c ro s s  i s  G od 's "No" o r His n e g a tio n  o f  a l l  th in g s  in  tim e,
h is to r y ,  and our w orld can be u n d erstood  on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n .
1. The fo llo w in g  argum ent i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  our d is c u s s io n  o f  
B a r th 's  view o f f a i t h  which we co n sid ered  in  s e c t io n  1 o f t h i s  c h a p te r . 
See above p p .29-33 . See a ls o  John McConnachie,"The Teaching o f K arl 
B a rth , o p . c i t . . p .396: " F a ith  i s  n o t to  be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  i t s  h i s t o r i c a l  
o r p sy ch o lo g ica l M a n ife s ta tio n s , I t  l i e s  co m ple te ly  o u ts id e  th e  
phenomenal w orld . I t  i s  no t v i s i b l e  to  men."
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That i s  to  say , w ith o u t G od 's a f f i rm a t io n ,  th e re  i s  no n eg a tio n . The 
R e s u rre c tio n  as r e v e la t io n  r e v e a ls  t h a t  th e  meaning o f  J e su s  i s  G od's n e g a tio n  
o f  a l l  t h a t  i s  in  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld . But th e  c ro s s  has such a 
meaning on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  of th e  "Yes" o f  th e  R e su rre c tio n . Hence, th e re  i s  no 
ch ro n o lo g ic a l o rd e r between th e  d iv in e  n e g a tio n  and th e  d iv in e  a f f i r m a t io n  o f  
a l l  th in g s  in  th e  w orld . G od's 'N o ' and H is 'Y e s ' a re  on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
R e su rre c tio n ; th e  d iv in e  n e g a tio n  and a f f i r m a t io n  come from G od's rea lm  to  
which th e  R e su rre c tio n  belongs ( 'R o m an s,' p . 9 3 ). This i s  c l e a r  when we co n s id e r  
th e  q u e s tio n ;  Where can we f in d  th e  trium ph o f G od's 'Yes* over His 'N o '?  
Where and when can we f in d  th e  f i n a l  trium ph? Can we f in d  th e  f i n a l  trium ph in  
tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld? B arth  does no t g iv e  a p o s i t iv e  answer to  th e se
q u e s tio n s .  A ccording to  B a rth , a s  long  a s  we a re  i n  t h i s  w orld  o f tim e and
h is to r y ,  th e re  i s  no tim e i n  which we a re  no t under th e  n e g a tio n  o f  God. As f a r  
a s  our e x is te n c e  in  tim e i s  concerned , we a r e  th e  o b je c ts  o f  G od's n e g a tio n . Of 
co u rse , B arth  does no t deny th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  i s  G od's "Y es."  C e r ta in ly  th e re  
i s  G od 's "Y es."  However, i t  i s  no t i n  tim e , h is to r y ,  and our rea lm ; i t  i s  on ly
in  G od 's rea lm , a s  i s  a lso  th e  R e s u rre c tio n , th e  r e v e l a t i o n  o f th e  d iv in e
n e g a tio n  and th e  d iv in e  a f f i rm a t io n .
T h e re fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e re  is . a  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  betw een God and
man. However, i t  i s  no t in  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld . Hence, B arth  a lso
c a l l s  i t  th e  Paradox:
"The mercy o f  God trium phs! I t  has been g iv e n  to  u s . The p o s i t iv e  
r e l a t i o n  between God and man, which i s  th e  a b s o lu te  Paradox, v e r i t a b lv  
e x i s t s . This i s  theme o f th e  G ospel"("R om ans," p . 9 4 ).
Why i s  i t  th e  Paradox? Because i t  i s  no t a r e l a t i o n  which e x i s t s  and can  be
found i n  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld . Does t h i s  mean th a t  what was no t and
could  no t be found in  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld up to  now has appeared  in
tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld? I t  i s  easy  to  i n t e r p r e t  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n  in  such
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a way, when he speaks o f  " th e  theme o f th e  G ospel". However, th i s  i s  no t a
r i g h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  B a r th 's  i n t e n t io n  when he speaks o f  " th e  theme o f th e
G ospel". F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , what i s  i n  tim e, h i s to r y ,  and our w orld ,
w hatever i t  may be, cannot be som ething which has a p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  to  G od.[1 ] 
Even J e su s  i s  th e  o b je c t o f G od 's n e g a tio n . For B arth , th a t  J e su s  d ied  means 
t h a t  a l l  human p o s s i b i l i t i e s  w ere neg a ted . T h ere fo re , even a f t e r  th e
R e s u rre c tio n , th e re  cannot be a p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  between God and man i n  tim e 
and h i s to r y .  N e v e rth e le s s , th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  between them s u re ly  e x i s t s . 
Where? Only in  G od 's hands and, th e r e f o r e ,  in  G od 's rea lm , a s  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  
i s  th e  f a c t  which i s  i n  G od 's hands.
I f  th e re  were som ething i n  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld , which r e l a t e s  t h i s  
r e l a t i o n ,  th e n  th e  r e l a t i o n  between God and man would be a d i s to r t e d  r e l a t i o n .  
The on ly  p o s s ib le  way fo r  th e  Gospel to  speak about t h i s  r e l a t i o n ,  th e re fo re ,  i s  
to  speak  o f  i t  i n  th e  language o f prom ise and hope: " . . . a s  w hat we a r e .  Thou
and I  can th in k  o f  t h i s  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  w ith  God on ly  in  term s o f  hope 
..." (" R o m a n s ,"  p . 182). For we en co u n te r th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  r e l a t i o n  "on ly  
in  th e  form o f a p rom ise" ( "Romans," p . 3 4 4 ).
Does t h i s  prom ise mean th a t  even though i t  does no t e x i s t  a t  th e  moment,
th e re  w i l l  be a day o r tim e i n  which t h i s  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  w i l l  be in  tim e and
h is to ry ?  Does B arth  mean som ething l i k e  t h i s  when he u ses  th e  term  "hope" o r
"prom ise"? I t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  g iv e  an  a f f i rm a tiv e  answer to  th e se  q u e s tio n s .  
F o r, as we have seen  in  our d is c u s s io n  o f  B a r th 's  e sc h a to lo g y , fo r  B arth , th e re  
i s  no tim e in  which th e  new w orld comes and w i l l  come to  u s . B arth  sa y s : "
th e  e te r n a l  "Coming" f u l f i lm e n t  l i e s  beyond l i f e  and d e a th " ( "Romans," p . 3 4 5 ).
1. Cf. R .S ,B arb o u r,"K arl B a rth : The E p is t le  to  th e  Romans," p . 266:
"Again and a g a in , in  re re a d in g  t h i s  s tra n g e  pow erful book, I  have n o tic e d  
how ' i n v i s i b l e '  a th in g  th e  Gospel i s  in  B a r th 's  e x p o s i t io n  o f  i t ;  and 
how f re q u e n t ly  th e  language o f tim e and e t e r n i t y  e t c .  i s  used in  a 
somewhat P la to n ic  way to  e x p re ss  i t . "
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T h ere fo re , B arth  c a l l s  i t  th e  e te r n a l  "Coining" f u l f i lm e n t ;  th e re  i s  no tim e in  
which th e  new world i s  no t coming, bu t th e re  i s  no tim e in  which th e  new w orld 
e n te r s  in to  tim e; i t  i s  e t e r n a l l y  coming; th e re  i s  no tim e i n  which i t s  coming 
c e a se s . The fu l f i lm e n t  o f  th e  prom ise or th e  hope i s  not on ly  in v i s i b le  a t  t h i s  
moment ( in  t im e ) , bu t i t  w i l l  alw ays be in v i s i b le  i n  tim e . In  s p i t e  o f t h i s  
i n v i s i b i l i t y ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  betw een God and man 
su re ly  e x i s t s  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment.[1 ] Hence, th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  between God 
and man i s  beyond tim e, h i s to r y ,  and our w orld .
T h e re fo re , we may say  t h a t  th e  co n te x t in  which B arth  u se s  th e  term  Paradox 
i s  somewhat d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  in  which K ierkegaard  u se s  i t .  Whereas B arth  
u ses  Paradox when he t r i e s  to  speak o f  som ething which i s  no t in  tim e , h i s to r y ,  
and our w orld , K ie rk eg aard , as  we s h a l l  see  in  c h a p te r  I I I ,  u ses  th e  term  
Paradox ( in  th e  sense o f th e  a b so lu te  Paradox, not th e  S o c ra t ic  Paradox) in  a 
c o n te x t in  which he a f f irm s  som ething w hich, a s  f a r  a s  i t s  n a tu re  i s  concerned , 
i s  no t in  tim e , i s  i n  tim e , h is to r y  and our w orld .
1. Ju erg en  Moltman speaks abou t t h i s  as  fo llo w s : " I t  i s  no t h i s to r y ,
moving s i l e n t l y  and in te rm in ab ly , onw ards, th a t  b rin g s  a c r i s i s  upon m en 's 
e s c h a to lo g ic a l  hopes o f  f u tu r e ,  as  A .S chw eitzer s a id ,  bu t on th e  c o n tra ry  
i t  i s  now th e  e sc h a to n , b reak in g  tra n s o e n d e n ta l ly  in to  h i s to r y ,  th a t
b r in g s  a l l  human h is to r y  to  i t s  f i n a l  c r i s i s .  T h is , however, makes th e
esc h a to n  in to  a tra n s c e n d e n ta l e t e r n i ty j  th e  tr a n s c e n d e n ta l meaning o f a l l  
ag es , e q u a lly  near to  a l l  th e  ages o f  h is to ry  and e q u a lly  f a r  from a l l  o f 
them"( TheoloKv o f  hope (London: SCM, 1967)» p .3 9 ) .
2 . Thomas W .O gletree a ls o  n o te s  t h i s  p o in t :  "The r e la t io n s h ip
[betw een God and man] i s  r e a l  because o f an e v e n t, an  o ccu rren c e . On th e  
o th e r  hand, B arth  does no t w ish to  speak o f  t h i s  o ccu rren ce  as  som ething 
" h i s to r i c a l "  o r  " tem pora l"  . . . .  At t h i s  p o in t he d e p a r ts  from 
K ierk eg aard . For K ierk eg aard , th e  Paradox which f a i t h  must face  i s  th e  
f a c t  t h a t  D e ity , th e  E te rn a l "came in to  being i n  a d e f i n i t e  moment in  tim e 
a s  an in d iv id u a l  man." T his i s  th e  a b s o lu te  Paradox. B arth  a lso  speaks o f 
an ^ a b so lu te  P arad o x ,"  bu t he m o d ifie s  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  re a so n  s ig n i f i c a n t l y .  
R ather than  speak ing  o f  th e  " a b s u rd ity "  t h a t  e t e r n i ty  has become tim e, 
B arth  speaks o f  how e t e r n i ty  has become an  e v e n t( "Romans," p . 94) . . .  in  
h i s  v iew , such an ev en t can on ly  be u n h is to r ic a l  or non-tem poral in  
c h a r a c te r " ( C h r i s t i a n F a ith  and H is to ry , p . 9 9 ).
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The l a s t  q u e s tio n  which I  want to  r a i s e  in  t h i s  c h a p te r  i s  ----- What i s  h i s
b a s ic  th o u g h t- s t ru c tu r e  which a llow s B arth  to  u n d ers tan d  r e v e l a t i o n  in  th e  way 
in  which we have shown him to  u n d ers tan d  i t  i n  t h i s  ch ap te r?  Why cannot God’s 
r e v e la t io n  belong to  our w orld o f  tim e and h is to ry ?  Why does God’s r e v e l a t i o n  
le a v e  only  a C ra te r  in  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld which i s  no t r e v e la t io n
i t s e l f ?  Why does no t God e n te r  in to  our w orld o f  tim e and h is to r y ?
In  a p o s i t iv e  sen se , B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize th e  so v e re ig n ty  o f God, He 
th in k s  th a t  to  p la ce  God’s r e v e l a t i o n  in  tim e and h i s to r y  i s  to  h u r t  God’s 
freedom . I f  God i s  th e  so v e re ig n  God, He must be f r e e  even i n  His r e v e la t io n .  
T h e re fo re , God must r e v e a l H im self on ly  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment. In  o rd e r  no t to  
be a immanent God, God must no t be in  th o u g h t, in  h i s to r y ,  in  th e  human w i l l ,  o r
in  th e  G od-consciousness o f  man. God must alw ays be God; i f  he e n te r s  in to  th e
human w orld  o f tim e and h i s to r y ,  He a ls o  becomes r e l a t i v e .  There would be no 
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  rem ain ing  th e  e t e r n a l  and a b s o lu te  One, i f  He were once in  tim e 
and h i s to r y .  T h ere fo re , to  rem ain  a s  th e  e te r n a l  God, God does no t e n te r  in to  
tim e and h i s to r y .  He must be th e  a b s o lu te  and e te r n a l  God. B arth  t r i e s  i n  t h i s  
way to  overcome a l l  r e l a t i o n a l  th e o lo g ie s  and even h is  own e a r ly  l i b e r a l  
theo logy  b e fo re  th e  p e rio d  o f  ’d i a l e c t i c a l  th e o lo g y ,’ B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize 
th e  a b so lu te n e s s  and th e  so v e re ig n ty  o f  G od.[1]
However, in  a n eg a tiv e  se n se , we canno t but say th a t  th e re  i s  a k ind  o f
a b so lu te  dualism  a t  th e  back o f h is  em phasis upon th e  so v e re ig n ty  o f  God i n  th e  
d i a l e c t i c a l  theo logy  o f  th e  ’’Romans." In  w hat fo llo w s , I  s h a l l  p o in t to  B a r th ’ s 
a b so lu te  dualism  and compare i t  w ith  K ie rk e g a a rd ’s du a lism . The p o in t which I
1. Cf. John M cConnachie,"The Teaching o f  K arl B a r th ," o n .c i t . , 
p . . 387: "He [B a rth ]  i s  concerned to  p ro te c t  th e  T ranscenden t a g a in s t  any
d i r e c t  human a tte m p t to  e x p re ss  i t  [ th e  T ran scenden t] i n  cu t and dry 
fo rm u lae ."
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s h a l l  make h e re  i s  t h a t  w hereas fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  dualism  o f God and man, and 
o f  e t e r n i ty  and tim e i s  a dualism  which i s  overcome in  God’s a c t  o f r e v e la t io n  
in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  fo r  B arth  th e  dualism  betw een th e  rea lm  o f God and th e  
rea lm  o f man, between e t e r n i t y  and tim e , between U rg esch ich te  and h i s to r y ,  
between th e  rea lm  o f th e  O rig in  and th e  rea lm  o f t h i s  w orld , and between what i s  
beyond tim e and h i s to r y  and what i s  i n  tim e and h is to r y  canno t be overcome even 
by God.
For B arth , th e  freedom  o f God i s  th e  freedom  to  be God a b s o lu te ly  o r to  be 
th e  a b s o lu te  O ther to  man. Hence even in  th e  case o f r e v e la t io n ,  God does not
e n te r  tim e, h i s to r y ,  and our w orld ; God r e v e a ls  H im self on ly  in  th e  e t e r n a l
Moment. T h ere fo re , in  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  th e  rea lm
which i s  beyond tim e and h i s to r y .  What God has done in  C h r is t  i s  no t in  th e
rea lm  o f  tim e and h i s to r y .  What i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y  i s  no t God and has 
n o th in g  to  do w ith  God. Of c o u rse , B arth  sometimes w r i te s  a s  fo llo w s : "The
Word o f  God i s  th e  tra n s fo rm a tio n  o f  e v e ry th in g  t h a t  we know as  Humanity, 
N atu re , and H is to ry , and must th e r e f o r e  be apprehended as  th e  n e g a tio n  o f  th e  
s t a r t i n g  p o in t  o f every  system  ..." (" R o m a n s ,"  p .2 7 8 ). However, as we have seen  
th roughou t t h i s  c h a p te r , t h i s  tr a n s fo rm a tio n  i s  on ly  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment. 
This i s  th e  im portance o f  th e  Moment fo r  B a rth . As f a r  as  th e  stream  or th e  
f lu x  o f  tim e i s  concerned , no tra n s fo rm a tio n  ta k e s  p la c e . T h ere fo re , th e re  a re  
two realm s which a re  a b s o lu te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from one an o th e r  and th e re  i s  no tim e 
i n  which th e re  i s  no c o n f l i c t  between th e se  two rea lm s. For B arth , th e se  two 
realm s a r e  e t e r n a l ly  c o n f l i c t i n g  re a lm s: th e  E te rn a l Realm o f God (o f th e
O rig in  and th e  End o f  t h i s  w o rld , o f  P rim al C re a tio n , o f th e  R e su rre c tio n , o f 
Redemption, and o f  F in a l V ic to ry ) and th e  rea lm  o f man (o f th e  f lu x  o f  tim e, o f 
h is to r y ,  and o f  t h i n g s ) . [1 ] I t  i s  h a rd , o f co u rse , to  eq u a te  B a r th ’ s p o s tu la t io n  
o f  th e se  two w orlds to  P la t o ’s s t a t i c  d ualism , fo r  B a r th ’ s two realm s have a
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more dynamic r e l a t i o n  th a n  i n  th e  ease  o f  P la to ’s dualism  o f two rea lm s. 
However, th e  b a s ic  s t r u c tu r e  o f both  o f t h e i r  dualism s a r e  th e  same; th e re  a re  
two w orlds which sh a re  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f th e  O rig in  and th e  r e s u l t s .  In  a sen se , 
t h i s  dualism  can be r e l a t e d  to  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  w orld o f f a c t  and th e  
w orld o f meaning. F o r, a cco rd in g  to  B a rth , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  f in d  th e  meaning 
o f  h is to r y  in  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y .  What a r e  i n  t h i s  w orld  a re  on ly  
f a c t s  which have no meaning i n  th em se lv es , so th a t  th e  meaning o f  th e se  f a c t s
cannot be found i n  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y .  A ccord ing ly , th e  meaning o f
th e  rea lm  o f f a c t s  i t s e l f  can be found on ly  in  th e  rea lm  o f meaning. T h ere fo re ,
to  u n d e rs tan d  and to  d isc o v e r  th e  meaning o f  what i s  in  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and
h i s to r y ,  one has to  tra n sc e n d e n t th e  rea lm  o f tim e, h i s to r y ,  and f a c t s  (o r
th in g s )  and see  beyond th e  rea lm  o f tim e , h is to r y ,  and th in g s ,
B a r th ’s a s s e r t io n  th a t  th e  meaning o f  th e  c ro s s  can be found on ly  in  th e  
l i g h t  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  which does no t belong to  tim e and t h i s  w orld , rem inds 
us o f  t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  betw een th e  rea lm  o f f a c t  and th e  rea lm  o f meaning. In  
t h i s  se n se , B a r th ’s dualism  i s  a k ind  o f  a b so lu te  dualism . Two elem en ts i n  th e  
dualism  endure to  th e  end o f  tim e; th e re  i s  no tim e in  which one elem ent i n  th e  
dualism  can  be overcome by th e  o th e r  e lem en t. I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f c o u rse , t h a t  B arth  
speaks o f  th e  f i n a l  v ic to r y .  However, a s  we have seen  in  t h i s  c h a p te r , th e  
f i n a l  v ic to ry  o f C h r is t  i s  no t i n  tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w orld , but i s  beyond 
th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y ;  i t  i s  on ly  in  th e  e t e r n a l  Moment. In  t h i s
w orld , th e re  i s  no change, no tra n s fo rm a tio n . T h e re fo re , th e  two rea lm s
co n tin u e  in  c o n f l i c t  w ith o u t end.
1. T h ere fo re , W ilhelm Pauck’s o b se rv a tio n  on B a r th ’s e a r ly  w r it in g s  
i s  q u i te  r i g h t :  " E te rn i ty  l i m i t s  tim e. Each belongs to  a  t o t a l l y
d i f f e r e n t  sp h e re . I t  i s  th e re f o r e  im p o ss ib le  th a t  God, id e n t i f i e d  w ith  
e t e r n i t y ,  can e n te r  in  th e  p lane  o f man. . . .  Indeed God i s  th e  t o t a l l y  
o th e r ,  th e  unknown, th e  re m o te " ("B a rth ’ s R e lig io u s  C r i t ic is m  o f 
R e lig io n , "The Jo u rn a l o f R e lig io n , V III  (1928), p . 458) .
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When we compare B a r th ’ s  dualism  to  t h a t  o f K ierkegaard , we can see  th e  
fundam ental d if fe re n c e  betw een t h e i r  th o u g h t - s t r u c tu r e s . As we s h a l l  see  in  
c h a p te r  I I I ,  K ierkegaard  a ls o  em phasizes th e  a b so lu te  d if f e r e n c e  betw een God and 
man. But t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  cannot be an o b s ta c le  fo r  God. Of co u rse , man cannot 
be God and cannot f in d  th e  way to  God by h im se lf . But th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een 
God and man cannot be an o b s ta c le  fo r  God becoming an  in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  
R evealer and th e  Redeemer, For K ie rk eg aa rd , God can overcome t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n ;  
God can  be th e  "God in  t im e ."  In  t h i s  se n se , fo r  K ie rk eg aard , th e  dualism  o f God 
and man can be overcome by God H im self, even though man cannot even th in k  o f  
God’s in c a r n a t io n  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  The dualism  in  th e  though t o f 
K ierkegaard  i s  no t an  e t e r n a l  du a lism . God can e n te r  th e  rea lm  o f man, tim e, 
h i s to r y ,  and t h i s  w orld . T h e re fo re , K ie rk eg a a rd ’s dualism  canno t be reg ard ed  as  
th e  a b s o lu te  dualism  which we f in d  i n  th e  theo logy  o f th e  e a r ly  B a rth , The 
a b so lu te  dualism  o f U rsorung and th in g s ,  o f U rg esch ich te  and h i s to r y ,  o f 
e t e r n i ty  and tim e, o f th e  a b s o lu te  O ther God and man, p e r ta in s  i n  th e  e a r ly  
B a r th ’s th e o lo g y . Because o f  t h i s  dualism  B arth  u ses  K ie rk e g a a rd ia n  term s in  
h i s  own way, tran sfo rm in g  th e  term s to  f i t  h i s  own a b s o lu te  d u a l i s t i c  
th o u g h t - s t r u c tu r e .
Here l e t  us co n s id e r th e  famous passage i n  th e  p re fa c e  to  th e  second
e d i t io n  o f  th e  "Romans":
" I  know th a t  I  have l a i d  m y se lf open to  th e  charge o f im posing a meaning 
upon th e  te x t  r a th e r  th a n  e x t r a c t in g  i t s  meaning from i t ,  and th a t  my 
method im p lie s  t h i s .  My re p ly  i s  t h a t ,  i f  I  have a system , i t  i s  l im ite d  
to  a r e c o g n i t io n  o f  w hat K ierkegaard  c a l le d  th e  ’ i n f i n i t e  q u a l i t a t i v e  
d i s t i n c t i o n ’ betw een tim e and e t e r n i t y ,  and to  my re g a rd in g  t h i s  a s  
p o sse ss in g  n e g a tiv e  a s  w e ll as p o s i t iv e  s ig n if ic a n c e :  ’God i s  in  heaven,
and thou a r t  on e a r t h . ’ The r e l a t i o n  between such a God and such a man, 
and th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een such a man and such a God, i s  fo r  me th e  theme of 
th e  B ib le  and th e  essen ce  o f p h ilo so p h y . P h ilo so p h e rs  name th i s  KRISIS o f 
human p e rc e p tio n  —— th e  Prime Cause: th e  B ib le  beholds a t  th e  same
c r o s s - ro a d s .   th e  f ig u r e  Je su s  C h r i s t " ( "Romans," p . 10 ).
A ccording to  t h i s  q u o ta t io n , B arth  has o n ly  one system , what K ierkegaard  c a l le d
’ th e  i n f i n i t e  q u a l i t a t i v e  d i s t i n c t i o n  between tim e and e t e r n i t y . ’ I t  i s  t r u e
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th a t  both o f them s t a r t  from th i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  and t r y  to  d isc o v e r  th e  c h a ra c te r  
o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between such a God and such a man. However, they  d i f f e r  i n  th e  
manner i n  which they e x p re ss  th o se  th in g s ,  and th i s  d if f e re n c e  i s  no t sim ply a 
m a tte r  o f d eg ree , but o f  k in d . As we have argued  th roughou t t h i s  c h a p te r , B arth  
t r i e s  to  see  th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  between God and man on ly  in  th e  rea lm  o f 
e t e r n i ty  and announces t h a t  th e re  cannot be a r e l a t i o n  betw een God and man in  
th e  w orld o f tim e and h i s to r y .  The q u o ta t io n  which I  have j u s t  quoted a ls o  
r e v e a ls  B a r th ’ s b a s ic  th in k in g  on t h i s  problem . In  t h i s  quo te  B arth  speaks o f 
t h i s  r e l a t i o n  i n  two r e s p e c ts :  (1) p h ilo s o p h ic a l ly ,  i t  i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een
th e  Prime Cause and men and (2) b i b l i c a l l y ,  i t  i s  Je su s  C h r is t .  A ccording to  
B arth , Jesu s  C h r is t  does no t d i f f e r  from th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  Prime o r ig in  
and t h i s  w orld , fo r  J e su s  C h r is t  who i s  in te r p r e te d  i n  the. l i g h t  of. th e  
R e su rre c tio n  i s  God i n  th e  form o f man. The r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  Prime o r ig in  
and t h i s  w orld i s  no t in  t h i s  w orld ; i t  can  be known on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
rea lm  o f beyond. L ikew ise, Je su s  C h r is t  i s  no t in  t h i s  w orld  o f  tim e and 
h i s to r y ,  bu t beyond tim e and h i s to r y .
But acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , J e s u s -C n r is t  as  th e  God-man i s  in  tim e and 
h i s to r y .  I t  i s  t ru e  th a t  th e re  i s  a q u a l i t a t i v e  d if f e re n c e  betw een God and man. 
But J e su s  C h r is t  i s  th e  one who overcomes t h i s  q u a l i t a t iv e  d if f e re n c e  betw een 
God and man. T h ere fo re , He i s  c a l le d  th e  a b s o lu te  Paradox. Of co u rse , B arth  
a lso  speaks o f  Je su s  C h r is t  a s  th e  one who e x p re sse s  and p ro v id e s  th e  p o s i t iv e  
r e l a t i o n  between God [ th e  e t e r n a l ]  and man [ in  t im e ] .  However, as we have seen  
in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n ,  both Je su s  C h r is t  and th e  p o s i t iv e  r e l a t i o n  between God and 
man a r e  not i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  fo r  bo th  o f them a re  r e la te d  to  God’s a c t io n ,  
and. th e  a c t io n  o f  God cannot occur in  tim e; i t  can occur on ly  in
e t e r n i t y ’’( ’’Romans", p. 4 3 5 ). Even in  th e  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  o f tim e and 
e t e r n i t y ,  B arth  does not overcome th e  dualism  o f tim e and e t e r n i t y .  And B arth  
t r i e s  to  r e l a t e  Je su s  C h r is t  to  KRISIS which he borrows from K an tian  ph ilo so p h y .
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Hence, when B arth  c a l l s  J e su s  C h r is t  P a ra d o x ,; he th in k s  t h a t  J e s u s ' C h r is t ,  who
. . . .  ■ . .  '
i s  no t in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  i s  th e  KRIS IS o f human p e rc e p tio n . M oreover, he 
a s s e r t s  t h a t  th e  permanent KRISIS i s  th e  message which Paul w ants to  p reach  in  
h is  Romans("Romans." p . 11 ),
To t h i s  p o in t we have co n sid ered  B à r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  
second e d i t io n  o f  th e  "Romans," A ccording to  our c o n s id e ra tio n , even though 
B arth  u ses  a l o t  o f K ie rk èg a a rd ian  terras i n  h is  "Romans", he u s u a l ly  tran sfo rm s 
th e  meaning and th e  usage o f th e  terras to  f i t  h is  own th o u g h t - s t ru c tu r e  which we 
have c a l le d  one o f a b so lu te  d ualism . The d if f e re n c e  between th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s 
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  and t h a t  o f K ierkegaard  w i l l  become c le a r e r  in  
c h a p te r  I I I  ir t which I  s h a l l  d is c u s s  in  d e t a i l  K ie rk eg a a rd ’s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  
r e v e la t io n .  The f a c t  t h a t  th e re  i s  a d if fe re n c e  between th e  e a r ly  B a r th 's  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  and th a t  o f K ierkegaard  w i l l  make us r a i s e  , an 
i n t e r e s t i n g  q u e s tio n : What i s  th e  case in  reg a rd  to  B a r th ’ s l a t e r  theo logy?
For B arth  d id  not see K ierkegaard  a s  an im p o rtan t in f lu e n c e  on h is  l a t e r  
th e o lo g y . This i s  th e  q u e s tio n  which we s h a l l  pursue in  th e  next c h a p te r .
; - -I
CHAPTER I I  
The L a te r  B arth  on R ev e la tio n
The purpose of t h i s  c h a p te r  i s  to  examine th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th a t  of K ierk eg aard . Through t h i s  exam ination  I  s h a l l  
t r y  to  show th a t  (1) even though th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  
i s  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  th a n  h i s  e a r l i e r  u n d e rs tan d in g , (2) B arth  i s  s t i l l  
d i f f e r e n t  from K ierkegaard .
(1) There a re  some th in g s  which we cannot f in d  i n  th e  "Romans" i n  th e  l a t e r  
B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n ,  e . g . ,  h is  em phasis on in c a rn a t io n  and h is  
ap p ro v a l of th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of r e v e la t io n .  And th e se  elem en ts a re  som ething 
which th e  l a t e r  B arth  and K ierkegaard  have in  common. In  th e se  r e s p e c t s ,  i t  i s  
c le a r  th a t  th e  l a t e r  B arth  i s  c lo s e r  to  K ierkegaard  i n  h i s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n  th an  th e  e a r ly  B a rth .
(2) However, i n  s p i t e  of th e se  s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een th e  l a t e r  B arth  and 
K ierkegaard , th e re  a re  c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een th e i r  u n d ers tan d in g s  o f 
r e v e la t io n .  These d if f e re n c e s  a re  due to  th e  d if f e re n c e s  i n  t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  
o f  in c a rn a t io n  and th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .
Thesè two p o in ts  a re  th e  main p o in ts  which I  s h a l l  t r y  to  show in  t h i s  
c h a p te r .
B efore we come to  t h i s  c o n s id e ra tio n , i t  w i l l  be o rd e r  to  co n s id e r  how 
B arth , th in k s  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een h i s  e a r ly  theo logy  and h is  l a t e r  theo logy  
in  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  K ierk eg aard . I  want to  quo te  one passage from B a r th ’ s 
.Ch.ur.oh Dogmatipg :
"When th e  fo u r thousand co p ie s  o f th e  book f C h r is t ia n  D ogm atics1 p r in te d  
as volume I  were so ld  o u t, I  was faced  w ith  th e  ta s k  o f f i r s t  o f a l l  
working a t  a new e d i t io n  o f  th e  f i r s t  p a r t .  My ex p erien ce  o f tw elve y e a rs  
ago in  r e - e d i t in g  th e  R oem erbrief was re p e a te d . ; I  could  and I  w anted to  
say th e  same th in g  as b e fo re ; b u t I  could  no lo n g e r  say i t  i n  th e  way in
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which I  had sa id  i t  b e fo re . What e ls e  was l e f t  me, ex cep t to  b eg in  a t  th e
beg inn ing  and, t r u e ,  to  say the ,sam e th in g  over ag a in , b u t th e  same th in g
over ag a in  in  a  q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  w ay?"[13
T his q u o ta tio n  comes from B a r th ’ s "Foreword" o f  th e  Prolegomena Church
Dogmatics F th e  f i r s t  volume o f th e  Church D ogm atics1 which was p u b lish e d  in
1932, th e  most im p o rtan t y e a r  i n  th e  developm ent of B a r th ’ s th eo lo g y . In  t h i s
passage B arth  compares th e  r e w r i t in g  o f  th e  Prolegomena w ith  th e  r e - e d i t in g  o f
th e  "Romans," and says th a t  bo th  o f th e s e  re w r it in g s  a r e  an a ttem p t to  say th e
same th in g  over ag a in  i n  a d i f f e r e n t  way. He wanted to  say th e  same th in g  he
had said> b u t he could  no lo n g e r  say in  th e  same way. E s p e c ia l ly ,  in  th e  case
o f th e  change from th e  C h r i s t i a n  Dogmatics to  th e  Church D ogm atics, we have to
ask;K Why? Why does B arth  change th e  d i r e c t io n  o f h is  th eo logy  from th e  e a r ly ,
s o -c a l le d  " d i a l e c t i c a l  theo logy" to  th e  theo logy  o f analogy? I t  i s  no t pur ta sk
to  answer t h i s  q u e s tio n . But we may make two p o in ts  abou t t h i s  change. The
f i r s t  p o in t  i s  t h a t . B arth  t r i e s  to  avoid  some o f th e  c r i t i c i s m s  or
m isu n d erstan d in g s th e re  had been o f  h is  th eo lo g y . B arth  says as f o l lo w s ;" ’The
Word or e x is te n c e ? ’ The f i r s t  e d i t io n  gave acumen o r even s tu p id i ty  some cause
to  put t h i s  q u e s tio n . I  may hope th a t  th e  answ er to  i t ,  a t  le a S t  so f a r  as By
purpose i s  concerned , i s  now c le a r ." (C D ,1 /1 , ix  - x ) . This say ing  i n  th e
forew ord may be c le a r e r  when we q u o te  B a rth e s  answer to  th e  c r i t i c i s m  o f Th.
S ie g f r ie d  th a t  "upon t h i s  fo u n d a tio n  [ e x i s t e n t i a l  th in k in g ]  he [B a rth ]  p roposes
to  b u ild  up h is  d o g m atics ."  B arth  w ro te ;
VThat r e a l ly  was no t my in te n t io n .  But a p a r t  from b e t t e r  in t e n t io n  
a l to g e th e r ,  I  ought to  have r e a l i s e d  th a t  to  drag  i n  th o se  co ncep ts  a t  
t h a t  very  p o in t ,  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  what I  a lre a d y  w ished to  say on th a t  
o ccasio n , was a su p e rf lu o u s  and dangerous game. S u p erflu o u s , because no 
p ro o f o f th e  d o c tr in e  o f th e  Word o f God by th e  f a c t  t h a t  i t  was proved to  
be p o s ite d  by e x i s t e n t i a l  th in k in g  and th a t ,  th e r e f o r e ,  an e x i s t e n t i a l  
ph ilosophy  was a s s e r t e d , as  i t s  background and i t s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  d id  as a 
m a tte r  o f f a c t  fo llo w . Dangerous, because a l l  th a t  fo llo w s on th e  b a s is
1. K arl B a rth , Church D ogm atics, v o l. 1, p a r t  1 , t r a n s .  G.T.Thomson 
(E d in b u rg h :! . and T.; C la rk , 1956), v i i - v i i i .  H e re a f te r  c i t a t i o n s  from 
th e  Church Dogmatics w i l l  be g iv e n  i n  t h i s  form: CD, volum e/ p a r t  and
page, and w i l l  be p laced  i n  p a re n th e s is  w ith in  th e  body o f th e  t e x t .
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o f th a t  passage m ight be unders to o d  as in d ic a t in g  . . . .  som ething o f th a t  
n a tu re , namely, an e x i s t e n t i a l  p h ilo so p h ic a l p ro o f o f theo logy ."(C D , 1 /1 , 
p. 142).
B arth  ag ree s  t h a t  the  way in  which he d e sc r ib e d  h is  theo logy  in  th e  C h r is t ia n
Dogmatics m ight be th e  cause o f m isunderstand ing  o f h is  r e a l  in te n t io n .  What
was B a r th 's  r e a l  in te n t io n ?  I t  was to  say th a t  th e  fo u n d a tio n  o f th eo logy  was 
th e  Word o f God a lo n e . B a r th ’ s th eo logy  a f t e r  1932, th e re f o r e ,  t r i e s  to  make 
th a t  c le a r e r  th an  b e fo re . So we s h a l l  c a l l  B arth  in  t h i s  p e rio d  th e  l a t e r  B arth  
i n  c o n t ra s t  to  th e  e a r ly  B arth  o f " d i a l e c t i c a l  th e o lo g y ." [1 ]  The second p o in t 
which we may make on th e  change in  th e  way in  which B arth  d e s c r ib e s  h i s  theo logy  
i s  th a t  B arth  found th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a more c o n s tru c t iv e  ( o r ,  p o s i t iv e )  way o f 
doing theo logy  ou t of h i s  study  o f Anselm of C an terbury . In  th e  P re face  to  th e  
second e d i t io n  o f  the  F id es  q u aeren s in te l le c tu m  B arth  comments as fo llo w s ; 
"Only a few com m entators, fo r  example Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r ,  have noted th a t  my 
i n t e r e s t  i n  Anselm was never a  s id e - i s s u e  fo r  me. On th e  c o n tra ry , w hether my 
h i s t o r i c a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  S a in t  was r i g h t  or n o t, I  took  him very much to  
h e a r t  and absorbed  him in to  my own l i n e  of th in k in g . Most com mentators have
com plete ly  f a i l e d  to  see  th a t  t h i s  Anselm book i s  a v i t a l  key, i f  no t th e  key,
to  u n d ers tan d in g  th e  p ro cess  o f  though t th a t  has im pressed  me more and more in  
my Church Dogmatics as  th e  only  one p roper fo r  th e o lo g y ." [2 ]  What i s  th e  v i t a l  
key which B arth  f in d s  i n  h is  s tudy  of Anselm? That i s  th e  way to
1, By " th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s theo logy" I  mean th e  theo logy  which B arth  
developed from th e  tim e when he p u b lish ed  th e  f i r s t  volume o f th e  Church 
Dog m a tic s . Throughout t h i s  c h a p te r  I  s h a l l  assume th a t  the  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
theo logy  i s  a co h eren t one ( t h a t  i s  to  say , i t  does not change in  i t s  
b a s ic  in t e n t io n  and s t r u c t u r e ) .  T h e re fo re , acco rd in g  to  ray assum ption , 
th e re  i s  no ’ New B a r th ’ o r "New ’New B a r th ’ " w ith in  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
th eo lo g y . Compare Emil B runner,"T he New B a rth , O bse rv a tio n s  on K arl 
B a rth ’ s D o c trin e  of Man,"SJT. IV (1951): 124-35. On th e  o p in io n  th a t
B arth  has a  c o n t in u ity  in  h is  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , see  G .C.Berkbuwer. The 
Triumph siL  Grace In  th e  Theology o f K arl B a r th , p. 10. See a ls o  Colm 
O’ Grady. The Church I n  th e  Theology _of K arl Ê ân th i pp. 43. And a g a in  John 
Thopmson,C h r is t  l a  P e rsp e c tiv e  l a  th e  Theology a t  K arl B a r th , p .110. See 
a ls o  R obert T. Osborn,"A New ’New B a rth ’ ? , " I n t e r p r e t a t i o n . XVIII (1 9 6 4 ), 
p p .62-95 .
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f a i th~khow ledge•. A ccording to  B a r th ’ s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f Anselm, " f a i t h  i s  in  
i t s  n a tu re  a  c a l l  to  c o g n itiv e  u n d e rs ta n d in g " [33 ; s o - c a l le d  r a t i o  f i d e i  which 
i s  c lo se ly  r e la te d  to  a n a lo g ia  f i d e i . f 41 T h ere fo re , th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s theo logy  
which i s  based on an a n a lo g ia  f i d e i  can be c a l le d  "a theo logy  o f  analogy" i n  
c o n t r a s t  to  th e  d i a l e c t i c a l  th e o lo g y .[5 ]
What i s  im p o rtan t i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  p re s e n t s tudy  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  
e x p re ss  re fe re n c e  to  K ierkegaard  i s  seldom made in  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s th eo lo g y . 
What i s  th e  rea so n  fo r  th is ?  One o f th e  rea so n s  l i e s  i n  th e  f a c t  th a t  B arth  
th in k s  o f K ierkegaard  as  an  e x i s t e n t i a l  p h ilo so p h e r .(C f , CD 1 /2 , p .7 2 8 ). What 
i s  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f K ierk eg aard , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , i s  h is  e x i s t e n t i a l  o u tlo o k  
and s u b je c t iv i ty .  In  an a r t i c l e  which appeared in  th e  S ohw eizerisohe 
T heolog ische Urnschau fo r  J u ly ,  I960 , B arth  reg a rd s  K ierkegaard  as th e  f a th e r  of 
e x i s t e n t i a l i s t  th eo lo g y , and says th a t  " i t  [K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s e x is te n t ia l i s m ]  was 
p o s s ib ly  th e  l a s t  word o f  an th ro p o O en tric  th eo lo g y , th e  theo logy  whose method 
d e r iv e s  from D e s c a r te s ." [6 ]  B a r th ’ s q u e s tio n , which he asked in  h i s  a d d re ss  
g iv e n  when he re c e iv e d  th e  Sonning P r iz e ,  can be r e l a t e d  to  t h i s  e v a lu a tio n  o f 
K ierkegaard : "Did no t a new a n th ro p o c e n tr ic  system  announce i t s e l f  in
K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s th e o r e t ic a l  groundwork?" B arth  seeks to  s u b s ta n t ia te  t h i s  i n  th e  
f a c t  th a t  th e  growth o f modern e x i s t e n t i a l i s m  stem s from K ierkegaard : "The f a c t
2 . K arl B a r th .Anselm: F id es  q u aeren s  in t e l l e c tu m . t r a n s .  from th e
second e d i t io n  (1958) by I.W .R obertson  ( London:8CM, I9 6 0 ) , p. 11. For 
th e  f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  on B a r th ’ s d eb t to  Anselm, s e e . CD I I / 1 ,  p p .4 , 
9 2 f . ;  T .F .T o rra n c e ,K arl B a r th , p p .1 8 2 ff . , 1 9 3 f f . ; C o lin  Brown^Kàrl, B artb  
and th e  C h r is t ia n  Message ( London:Tvndale P re s s . 1967), p p .4 7 f f . , 9 0 f f .
And see  a ls o  Gordon W atson, / "K arl B arth  and S t .  Anselm’ s th e o lo g ic a l  
Programme, " M I ,  XXX( 1977) > p p .31 -45 .
3 . K arl B a r th ,Anselm, p p .8 f .
4 .1 b id j.,  p .4 6 .
5 . Cf. Hans F r e i , o p . c i t . . pp. 6 , 193-200; Hans* / Urs von 
B a l th a s a r ,The Theology o f K arl B a r th , p. 47; R obert E. W ilep,Jh&  Et h i OÆ. 
Of K arl B a r th , p .69; H .Zahrnt,lh& . M SjS tian ûf. JSM. (Lopdon, 1969), 
p p .9 8 ff .
6 . K arl B a r th ," L ib e ra l  Theology: Some a l t e r n a t i v e s , "  The H ib b e rt
J e u r n a l .LIX (1960-1961), p p .213-214.
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th a t  a ph ilosophy o f e x is te n c e , t h a t  H eidegger, J a s p e rs ,  and S a r t r e ,  could  grow 
o u t o f  and base them selves on h is  work i s  u n d e rs tan d a b le  and le g i t im a te ,  on th e  
p ro v iso  th a t  K ierkegaard  wanted to  be and was a C h r is t ia n  th in k e r  in  h is  own 
w ay ."[1 ] T h e re fo re , B arth  t r i e d  to  move beyond K ie rk eg aard ’ s  e x i s t e n t i a l  
th in k in g  because he b e lie v e d  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s  th in k in g  to  be e x i s t e n t i a l  and too  
s u b je c t iv e .  Hence, acco rd in g  to  B a r th ’ s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  of th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
K ierkegaard  and th e o lo g ia n s , B arth  h im se lf  i s  ’’a th e o lo g ia n  who a ls o  read
K ierkegaard , and went th rough h i s  schoo l ( i s t  durch s e in e  Schu le gegangen) ----
b u t [who] passed  through i t  ( i s t  durch a l e  h indurchgegangea) ." [2 ]  The second 
re a so n  why B arth  moves away from K ierkegaard  i s  because B a rth  th in k s  t h a t  th e re  
a re  some th in g s  t h a t  he has to  le a r n  in  a d d i t io n  to  what he has l e a r n t  from 
K ierk eg aard . That i s  to  sa y , B arth  f in d s  some d e f ic ie n c ie s  in  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s 
th e o lo g y , and t r i e s  to  move beyond th e s e . Such an a ttem p t had a lre a d y  s t a r t e d  
in  th e  C h r is t ia n  D ogm atics. In  h i s  S e lb s td a r s te l lu n g  o f 1964 B arth  says as 
fo llo w s :
" I  had to  change my own le a rn in g  a second tim e, I  sim ply  could  no t ho ld  
to  th e  th e o r e t ic a l  and p r a c t i c a l  d i a s t a s i s  betw een God and man on which I  
had in s i s t e d  a t  th e  tim e of "Romans’’ , w ith o u t s a c r i f i c in g  i t  f d i a s t a s i s !  
. . . .  I  had to  u n d ers tan d  Je su s  C h r is t  and b r in g  him from th e  p e rip h e ry  o f 
though t i n to  th e  c e n te r .  Because I  cannot re g a rd  s u b je c t iv i ty  as being  
th e  t r u t h ,  a f t e r  a b r i e f  en co u n te r I  have had to  move away from 
K ierkegaard  a g a in ." [ 3 ]
B ut, as  we have seen , t h i s  a tte m p t to  move beyond K ierkegaard  i n  th e  
C h r is t ia n  Dogmatics could  be th e  re a so n  why B arth  has been m isunderstood  as 
e x i s t e n t i a l .  Hence, B arth  p u rsues t h i s  a ttem p t to  move beyond K ie rk eg a ard ’ s 
e x i s t e n t i a l  th in k in g  more th o ro u g h ly  w ith  th e  h e lp  o f h is  s tudy  o f Anselm.
1. K arl B arth ,"A  Thank You and a Bow : K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s
R e v e ille ,"C a n a d ia n  Jo u rn a l Ih an in g y  , XI ( 1915), p .7 .
2 . Cf. K arl B a rth , "K ierkegaard  and th e  th e o lo g ia n s ." C anadian
J.9.ur.nal Thsclcgy, X III  ( 2967) ,  p. 6 5 .3 . K arl B a r th .S e lb s td a r s t e l lü n g ( 1964). c i te d  i n  Eberhard Busch, K arl
B arth : H is L ife  from l e t t e r s  and a u to b io g ra p h ic a l t e x t s , t r a n .  John
Bowden (London:8CM, 1976), p .173.
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A cco rd in g .to  B a rth , one cannot make a c o n s tru c t iv e  ( o r ,  p o s i t iv e )  s ta te m e n t 
abou t Je su s  C h r is t  ( o r ,  r e v e la t io n )  on th e  b a s is  o f K ierk eg aard . Through h is  
study  o f Anselm, B arth  f in d s  th e  way to  make a c o n s tru c t iv e  s ta te m e n t about 
r e v e la t io n .  Now B a rth , in  h i s  own te rm s, i s  seek in g  to  w r i te  " r e g u la r "  as 
opposed to  " i r r e g u la r  th e o lo g y " , t h a t  i s ,  he i s  s t r iv in g  to  be as com plete as 
p o s s ib le ,  to  cover th e  whole ground re g a rd in g  th e  range o f co n cep ts  and themes 
o f s ig n if ic a n c e  fo r  church p ro c lam atio n . (CD 1 /1 , p p .3 1 6 f .)  B arth  cou ld  no t
develop  a theo logy  which speaks o f th e  p o s i t iv e  c h a ra c te r  of th e  Gospel from 
K ierk eg aard ’ s th in k in g . And K ie rk eg aa rd , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , does no t know th a t  
t h i s  g ospel i s  th e  news from on h igh  ( o r ,  from above). M oreover, K ierkegaard  i s  
to o  i n d i v id u a l i s t i c .  These a re  B a r th ’ s n e g a tiv e  e v a lu a tio n s  o f K ierkegaard . 
"H is te a c h in g ,"  says B a r th , " i s  , as he h im se lf  once s a id ,  *a p inch o f s p ic e ’ 
f o r  th e  food, no t th e  food i t s e l f ,  which i t  i s  th e  ta sk  o f r ig h t  theo logy  to  
o f f e r  to  th e  church and th u s  to  men. The Gospel i s  f i r s t l y  th e  g lad  news of 
God’ s  Ye_s to  man. I t  i s  second ly  th e  news which th e  co n g re g a tio n  must p a ss  on 
to  th e  whole w orld . I t  i s  th i r d ly  th e  news from im  h ig h . These a re  th re e  
a s p e c ts ,  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  which I  had to  do f u r th e r  s tu d y , a f t e r  my m eeting 
K ierkegaard  in  th e  schoo l o f o th e r  te a c h e r s ." [1 ]
T h e re fo re , th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s th e o lo g y , acco rd ing  to  B arth  h im se lf ,  i s  a 
theo logy  which moves away from K ierk eg aard .
Up to  now we have b r i e f l y  co n s id e re d  th e  problem o f how B arth  th in k s  o f th e  
r e l a t i o n  between h is  e a r ly  theo logy  and h is  l a t e r  theo logy  in  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n  to  
K ierk eg aard . B a rth , as  we have seen , th in k s  th a t  in  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  he moves 
away from K ierkegaard . This i s  th e  form al r e l a t i o n  between B arth  and 
K ierkegaard  as B arth  h im se lf  see s  i t .  However, when we se e  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
theo logy  in  th e  background o f h is  e a r ly  th eo lo g y , we f in d  th a t  th e  r e a l  r e l a t i o n  
betw een B arth  and K ierkegaard  i s  no t th e  same as th e  form al r e l a t i o n  o f which
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B arth  h im se lf  th in k s . In  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r ,  we have seen  how d i f f e r e n t  th e  e a r ly  
B a r th ’ s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  and th a t  of K ierkegaard  a re .  When we tu rn  
our a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s th eo lo g y , we f in d  th a t  B arth  now t r i e s  to  
em phasize th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  in  c o n t ra s t  to  h is  e a r ly  th e o lo g y . In  
o th e r  w ords, B arth  now a s s e r t s  th a t  r e v e la t io n  happens i n  tim e and h is to r y ;  
B arth  now c a l l s  r e v e la t io n  an ’h i s t o r i c a l  e v e n t .*[2] And, a c c o rd in g ly , B arth  now 
em phasizes In c a rn a tio n ; he speaks c l e a r ly  o f an ’ th e  very  God and very  m an.’ 
There i s  no am biguity, i n  h i s  a s s e r t io n  on th e  ev en t of In c a rn a t io n  in  h i s  l a t e r  
th eo logy  such as we f in d  in  th e  ’’Romans"( 1922) .[33 In  th e se  r e s p e c ts ,  we f in d  a 
s im i la r i ty  or a c lo se n e ss  betw een th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  
and th a t  of K ierkegaard  which we cou ld  no t f in d  i n  th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s "Romans."
However, a t  t h i s  very  p o in t ,  th e  q u e s tio n  i s  r a is e d :  What does B arth  mean
by h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  and th e  In c a rn a tio n ?  I s  th e  r e a l  meaning which i s  
behind  th e  o u te r  e x p re ss io n s  o f th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s theo logy  th e  same as th e  
meaning behind K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s usage o f th e se  ex p re ss io n s?  These a re  th e
1. K arl B a rth , " A Thank You and a Bow," p. 7 . Among th e se  th r e e ,  
th e  f i r s t  and th e  t h i r d  p o in ts  w i l l  be d isc u sse d  i n  t h i s  s tu d y . The 
second p o in t ,  th a t  K ierkegaard  i s  to o  i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c ,  i s  no t a problem 
which can be d isc u sse d  i n  t h i s  study  on K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n .  However, B a r th ’ s second p o in t i s  a ls o  not a  r i g h t  o b se rv a tio n  
on K ierk eg aard ’ s th in k in g . For th e  d is c u s s io n  oh th e  problem of w hether 
K ierkegaard  i s  too  i n d i v id u a l i s t i c  or n o t, se e  , M ichael P lekon, 
"A n th ro p o lo g ica l C ontem plation : K ierkegaard  and Modern S o c ia l T heory ,"
Thought. VV (1 9 8 0 ), p p .346-369; "From a g a in s t  to  Ambivalence: 
K ie rk eg aard ’ s S o c ia l and T h eo lo g ica l M odernity
R eco n sid e red ,"D ia lo g ,XX(1981). p p .45-51 ; " P ro te s t  and A ffirm a tio n : The
L ate  K ierkegaard  on C h r is t ,  th e  Church, and S o c ie ty , "Q u a rte r ly  
rev iew (1 9 8 2 ). p p .43-77; " P ro p h e tic  C r i t ic is m , In c a rn a t io n a l  Optimism : 
On Recovering th e  L ate  K ie rk e g a a rd ."R e lig io n . X II I  (1983), pp .137-153; 
John W. E lro d .K ierkegaard  and C hristendom (P r in c e to n :P r in c e to n  U n iv e rs ity  
P re s s , 1981), e sp . p p .3 -4 6 , 304-313;B ruce H .K irm m s e , "K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s
P o l i t i c s  : The S o c ia l Thought of Soreh K ierkegaard  in  i t s  H is to r ic a l
C o n te x t,"u n p u b lish ed  Ph. D. th e s i s  (U n iv e rs ity  o f C a l i fo rn ia ,  1977); 
S tan ley  R, M oore ,"R elig ion  as th e  True Humanism : R e f le c t io n  on
K ierk eg aard ’ s S o c ia l P h ilo so p h y ,"  Jo u rn a l siL  th e  American Academv o f 
R e lig io n , XXXVII (1969), p p .15-25. See a lso  Paul Soohheim. K ierkegaard  9Û 
C h r is t  and C h r is t i a n  C cherence. p p .199-214.
2 . Cf. e sp . CD 1 /1 , p .3 7 8 ff .  ; 1 /2 , p p .45-70; I I / 1 p .6 3 5 ff .  ;
I I I / 1 ,  p p .71 -81 , m & sim .
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q u e s tio n s  which we s h a l l  pu rsue in  t h i s  c h a p te r . In  th e  fo llo w in g  th re e  
s e c t io n s ,  which c o n s is t  o f th e  main body o f t h i s  c h a p te r ,  th e r e f o r e ,  we s h a l l  
examine c lo s e ly  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  
th a t  of K ierkegaard . So we s h a l l  ta k e  th re e  p o in ts  which they  have in  common in  
t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n ;  (1) In c a rn a t io n  as r e v e la t io n ,  (2 ) th e  
h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  and (3) th e  in d i r e c t  form o f r e v e la t io n .  In  the . 
fo llo w in g  th re e  s e c t io n s  o f t h i s  c h a p te r  I  s h a l l  d is c u s s  th e se  r e s p e c t iv e ly .
3 . Cf. CD 1/2 , p p .1 -12 , passim . See a ls o  H .U .v. B a l th a s a r ,o n . c i t , 
p p .30-32 , 100-108; J .A .V e ith ,  "R e v e la tio n  and R e lig io n  in  th e  Theology o f 
K arl Barth,"MX»XXIV ( 1971) , p. 1. See ag a in  G usta f W ineren ,Theologv I n  
C o n f lic t :  Nygren, B a rth . Bultm ann, t r a n .  E ric  H.W ahlstrom (London and
Edinburgh: O liv e r  arid Boyd, 1958), p .109.
1As we have sa id  above, in  h i s  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , B arth  em phasizes In c a rn a t io n  
as  r e v e la t io n  in  c o n t r a s t  to  h i s  ambiguous way o f speak ing  i n  th e  "Romans," I t  
must be em phasized th a t ,  a s  f a r  as th e  form of words which they use to  speak o f 
th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  concerned , th e  l a t e r  B arth  and K ierkegaard  have an em phasis 
on In c a rn a t io n  in  common. In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s  p o s i t io n  i s  c lo s e r  
to  K ierkegaard  th a n  h i s  e a r ly  p o s i t io n .  Does t h i s  mean th a t  the  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  id e n t i c a l  w ith  or more o r l e s s  s im i la r  to  
t h a t  o f K ierkegaard? The ta s k  o f t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  to  f in d  th e  r ig h t  answer to  
t h i s  q u e s tio n . I t  w i l l  be c l e a r  th a t  we cannot subm it a p o s i t iv e  answer to  t h i s  
q u e s tio n  a f t e r  f in i s h in g  our d is c u s s io n  o f t h i s  problem of th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
t h e i r  U nderstand ings o f th e  In c a rn a t io n . We s h a l l  p o in t ou t th re e  ways i n  which 
th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  In c a rn a tio n  i s  no t th e  same as th a t  of 
K ierk eg aard , The f i r s t  p o in t i s  t h a t  we can f in d  an H egelian  m otive i n  th e  
l a t e r  B a r th ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  In c a rn a tio n . In  a sen se , B arth  t r i e s  to  
i n t e r p r e t  th e  In c a rn a t io n  as th e  e x a l ta t io n  of humanity i n  g e n e ra l.  The second 
p o in t i s  th a t  even though th e  l a t e r  B arth  em phasizes th e  In c a rn a t io n , B arth  
s t i l l  t r i e s  to  see  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su rre c tio n . And th e  
t h i r d  p o in t i s  th a t  even though th e  l a t e r  B arth  em phasizes th e  freedom or th e  
so v e re ig n ty  of God in  H is r e v e la t io n ,  B a rth ’ s way o f d e sc r ib in g  In c a rn a t io n  
makes In c a rn a t io n  a n ecessa ry  ev en t. In  th e se  th re e  p o in ts ,  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
u n d ers tan d in g  o f In c a rn a t io n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of K ierk eg aard . I t  i s  t h i s  
theme which we s h a l l  s u b s ta n t i a te  in  t h i s  s e c tio n .
F i r s t ,  l e t  us co n s id e r th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  
a s  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f hum anity in  g e n e ra l .  According to  B a rth , In c a rn a t io n  
c o n s is ts  o f two elem ents which a re  r e l a t e d  to  th e  names o f Je su s  C h r is t :  
( D ’ th e  Son o f God’ and (2) ’ th e  Son o f Man,’.[1] In c a rn a t io n  c o n s is ts  i n  th e
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f a o t  th a t  the  e te rn a l  Word o f God (o r ,  th e  Son of God) chose , , s a n c t i f i e d  and 
assumed human n a tu re  and e x is te n c e  i n to  oneness w ith  H im self, i n  o rd e r  th u s , as 
very  God and very  man, to  become th e  Word o f  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  spoken by God to  man 
( c f .  CD 1 /2 , p .122). T h e re fo re , th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  " th e  obedience o f th e  Son 
o f God" and " th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f th e  Son o f Man," o r " th e  s e l f - h u m i l ia t io n  o f God" 
and " th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f Man." In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  c a l l s  Je su s  C h r is t  " th e  
E le c tin g  God" and " th e  E lec ted  M an ." (c f. CD I I / 2 ,  p p .9 5 f f . ,1 1 6 f f . ; IV /2, 
p .3 2 ) . What i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  h e re  i s  t h a t ,  fo r  B a rth , th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  equated  
w ith  th e  e le c t io n  o f man and th e  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  between God and man. Of co u rse , 
th e re  i s  a d if fe re n c e  between th e  e le c t io n  and th e  r e c o n c i l i a t io n .  The e l e c t io n  
ta k e s  p lace  i n  e t e r n i ty .  I t  i s  th e  e te r n a l  e l e c t io n  o r " th e  e te r n a l  d ec re e  and 
w i l l  o f God" (CD IV/2 , p .3 5 ) . But r e c o n c i l i a t io n  happens i n  tim e; "As a 
h is to r y  which took p la ce  in  tim e, th e  t ru e  humanity o f Je su s  C h r is t  i s ,  
th e re f o r e ,  the  ex cu tio n  and r e v e la t io n ,  no t m erely o f ^  bu t th e  purpose of th e  
w i l l  of God" (CD IV /2, p .3 T ). In  t h i s  sen se . In c a rn a tio n  and R e c o n c il ia t io n  a re  
th e  a c tu a l i ty  o f th e  Work o f God. However, E le c tio n  and In c a rn a t io n  a re  the  
same th i r g ,  fo r  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  th e  fu l f i lm e n t  o f th e  E le c tio n . In  t h i s  
sen se , fo r  B a rth , E le c tio n  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from In c a rn a t io n  and 
R e c o n c i l ia t io n .[2 ] In  f a c t ,  in  h i s  d o c tr in e  of r e c o n c i l i a t io n  (V o l.IV . in  the  
Church D ogm atics), B arth  p r im a r ily  d e a ls  w ith  th e  u n ity  o f C h r i s t 's  d e i ty  and 
hum anity and r e l a t e s  t h i s  u n ity  o f d e i ty  and hum anity in  C h r is t  to  th e  
r e c o n c i l i a t io n  between God and men. In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  i s  c h r i s to lo g ic a l  in  
every  p a r t  o f h is  D ogm atics. So we can s t a r t  our d is c u s s io n  o f B a r th 's
1, B arth  c le a r ly  d is t in g u is h e s  th e  d e ity  and th e  humanity o f Je su s  .;!
C h r is t .  T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  man Je su s  i s  no t a second God.
B arth  s a y s : "He i s  no t e t e r n a l  as God i s .  He i s  only, th e  c re a tu re  of God
. . . .  But as t h i s  c r e a tu re  he i s  b e fo re  a l l  things"(C D  IV /2, p .3 3 . ) .  See ; i  
a ls o  IV /2, p p .77-88' i n  which B arth  a t ta c k s  th e  L utheran  n o tio n  o f th e  
d iv in iz a t io n  o f th e  human n a tu re . For B a rth , th e  Son o f God and th e  Son 
o f Man cannot d i r e c t ly  be id e n t i f i e d .  Cf. Dan L. Deegan, "The 
C h r is to lo g ic a l  D eterm inant i n  B a r th 's  D o c trin e  o f C re a tio n ,"M I*  XIV 
(1 9 6 1 ), p p .1 2 4 f. j
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u n d ers tan d in g  o f In c a rn a t io n  w ith  a  d is c u s s io n  o f th e  E le c tip n  of God.
A ccording to  B a rth , th e  C h r is t ia n  God i s  not God who i s  God fo r  H im self, 
b u t God who from and to  a l l  e t e r n i ty  i s  th e  E le c tin g  God. "From a l l  e t e r n i t y , "  
says  B a rth , "God p o s i t s  H is whole m a jesty  . . . .  i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  r e la t io n s h ip  
to  t h i s  p a r t i c u la r  being  over a g a in s t  H im self. God p ledges and commits H im self 
to  be th e  God o f man" (CD I I / 2 ,  p . 177). But th e re  i s  no one who e l e c t s  and who 
can be e le c te d  w ith o u t Je su s  C h r is t ,  "H im self God and H im self man"(CD I I / 2 ,
p .9 4 ). Who, th e n , i s  th e  E le c to r?  Je su s  C h r is t .  Who, th e n , i s  th e  e le c te d ?
Je su s  C h r is t .  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  th e  e le c t in g  God and th e  e le c te d  man. How can
th i s  be p o ss ib le ?  Did we not say th a t ,  f o r  th e  l a t e r  B a rth , Jesus C h r is t  l iv e d
i n  a p a r t i c u la r  h is to ry ?  We s h a l l  d is c u s s  t h i s  problem in  bo th  th e  second and 
th i r d  s e c t io n s  o f t h i s  c h a p te r . What i s  im p o rtan t h e re  i s  th a t  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  
th e  only ag en t who i s  connected  With th e  e le c t io n ,  fo r  " th e re  i s  no such th in g  
a s  a w i l l  of God a p a r t  from th e  w i l l  of Je su s  C hrist"(C D  11 /2 , p . 115) and th e  
men who a re  e l e c t  " a re  e l e c t  ' i n  h im '[ in  C h r is t ] ,  i n  and w ith  H is own 
e l e c t io n " ( I b id . p .117). Je su s  C h r i s t 's  e l e c t io n  " i s  th e  o r ig in a l  and 
a l l - i n c l u s i v e  e le c t io n ;  th e  e l e c t io n  which i s  a b s o lu te ly  un ique , b u t which in  
t h i s  very  un iqueness i s  u n iv e r s a l ly  m eaningful and e f f ic a c io u s ,  because i t  i s  
th e  e l e c t io n  o f Him who H im self e le c ts "  (CD I I / 2 ,  p .117)^ T h ere fo re , th e re  a re  
no o th e r  e le c t io n s  which a re  not in  t h i s  e l e c t io n  o f Je su s  C h r i s t . [ 3] Hence th e
2 . Thus B arth  c a l l s  E le c t io n  th e  summa e v a n g e li i  (CD I I / 2 ,  p .3 ) .  In  
t h i s  sense B a l th a s a r 's  o b se rv a tio n  th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  d o c tr in e  of e le c t io n  
i s  th e  00n e rs to n e  of B a r th 's  theo logy  i s  r ig h t :  "The d o c tr in e  o f e l e c t io n
i s  th e  summa e v a n g e l i i , th e  key to  u n d ers tan d in g  God'S whole R e v e la tio n  in  
c r e a t io n ,  r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  and r e d e m p t io n . . . . .  Here we a re  a t  th e  
co n ers to n e  o f B a r th 's  whole th eo lo g y . With i t  s ta n d s  and f a l l s  th e  whole 
d o c tr in e  of God arid th e  w orld , o f  c r e a t io n  and redem ption , o f man and 
d iv in e  p rov idence" ( o p . c i t , p p .156-164). G.C. Berkouwer who em phasises 
th e  trium ph o f g ra c e  in  th e  theo logy  o f B arth  i s  making a s im i la r  p o in t .  
Cf. G. C. Berkouwer, The Triumph Grace in  th e  Theology siL  Kazzl. g.ar.th>
tr a n s .  H.R.Boer (London:The P a te rn o s te r  P re ss , 1956).
3 .  Cf. CD I I / 2 ,  p p . 5 0 f ,  9 4 , 1 3 3 ,  - 1 6 3 ,  168, 1 7 0 ,  3 1 8 f ,  3 5 1  f f . ;  IV /2, 
P . 3 1 2 ,
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e le c t io n  or th e  p re d e s t in a t io n  i s  e q u iv a le n t to  th e  s ta tem en t th a t  " in  th e
beg inn ing  w ith  God was t h i s  One, JesUs C hrist"(C D  I I / 2 ,  p .145).
But t h i s  J e su s  C h r is t  comes to  h is to r y :  "The e te r n a l  p r e d e s t in a t io n  i s
made m a n ife s t to  us i n  th a t  h is to r y  o f s a lv a t io n  ( H e ilsg e s c h ic h te )" ( CD I I / 2 . 
p. 185). B arth  t r i e s  to  a c tu a l i z e  th e  d o c tr in e  of th e  e l e c t io n  o f God.[1 ]
A ccording to  B a rth , th e re  i s  no o th e r  way to  und ers tan d  G od 's p r e d e s t in a t io n  
w ith o u t a o t u a l i s t i c  u n d e rs ta n d in g . What does B arth  mean by a c t u a l i s t i c  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  p re d e s t in a t io n  (o r  th e  e le c t io n )?  I t  i s  th e  u n d ers tan d in g  
which comprehends th e  p e rso n  and work o f Jesu s  C h r is t  as an e v e n t, th e  
h i s to r v ( G e sc h io h te ) . en co u n ter and d e c is io n  between God and m an.[2 ] B arth  goes 
on to  say ; "G od 's e le c t in g  and m an 's e le c t io n ;  G od's s e l f - h u m i l i a t io n  and
m an 's e x a l ta t io n  by God; th e  s e l f - g iv in g  a s  i t  i s  e f f e c te d  in  th e  Son o f God 
and th e  Son o f Man Je su s  C h r is t ,  and as i t  i s  made m a n ife s t in  Him as th e
e te r n a l  d iv in e  d ecree ; th e  h is to r y  o f s a lv a t io n  in  which we can see  and
u n d ers tan d  p re d e s t in a t io n  i t s e l f :  a l l  th e se  a re  an a c t ,  o r thev a re  not what
they a r e " ( CD I I / 2 ,  p. 187» my em phasis). That i s  to  say , i f  th e re  i s  an 
e le c t io n ,  i t  must be understood  th a t, i t  i s  accom plished and; a t  th e  same tim e, 
e le c t in g  i s  going on even now. F or, "we can th in k  o f Je su s  C h r is t  only as th e
1. Not only in  e l e c t i o n  b u t a ls o  in  every  p a r t  o f h is  l a t e r  theo logy  
B arth  t r i e s  to  p re s e n t an ' a c t u a l i s t i c '  u n d e rs ta n d in g . I  s h a l l  u se  th e  
term  'a c t u a l i s t i c '  a s  th e  a d j e c t iv a l  form o f 'A c tu a lism ' th roughou t t h i s
s tu d y . B a l th a s a r ,  p o in tin g  o u t t h i s  tre n d  o f B a r th 's  th eo lo g y , sa y s : "He ^
ponders and probes th e  meaning o f every  th in g  from th e  view p o in t o f 
u l t im a te  a c t  and suprem ely c o n c re te  a c t i v i t v " ( o p . c i t . .p . 165). In  t h i s
sen se , H a n s :F re i 's  o b se rv a tio n  th a t  B arth  changed h i s  though t frOm th e
"A ctualism " o f th e  d i a l e c t i c a l  method to  an a n a lo g ic a l method cannot be ..j
s u s ta in e d . Cf. Hans W. F r e i ,  " R e v e la tio n  and T h eo lo g ica l Method i n  th e  ■ ;!
TheologyI o f K arl B a r th ,"  i n  F a ith  and. E th ic s , ed . Paul Ramsey (New V|
Y ork:H arper and B ro th e rs , 1957), p p .51f .
2 . For f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  o f th e  A ctualism  of th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  , ;j
th eo lo g y , see  Jerome Hamer, K arl B a r th , p p*v i, 2 0 5 ff . and H erb e rt : i
H a rtw e ll, ih a . Ilisc lag y . K ai±  BazdjiL I n  In tro d u c t io n , p p .32- 3 7 . See : j
a ls o  Donald B ioesch , Je su s  1& V ic to r!  ; K arl B arth .'n  D o o trln e  siL  S â ly& tlQ H  i  
(N a sh v ille :  Abingdon, 1976), p. 154 n .24 ; and W .Panneriberg,Je su s : God
and ManCLondon: SCM, 1968). p p .3 4 l f . . :iv!
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l iv in g  and e te r n a l  Lord o f tem poral life " (C D  I I / 2 ,  p p .1 8 7 f ,) .  And th e  e l e c t io n  
(o r  p re d e s t in a tio n )  i s  no th ing  b u t J e su s  C h r is t  H im self,
The only way, th en , to  und ers tan d  th e  e le c t io n  which i s  th e  b a s is  o f  th e  
In c a rn a tio n  i s  to  u n d ers tan d  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i t s e l f .  What i s  th e  In c a rn a tio n ?  
I t  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  God becomes a man. What does t h i s  mean? I t  means th a t  th e
Son o f  God i s  on th e  way in to  th e  f a r  coun try  in  o rd e r to  e x a l t  th e  Son Of Man,
B ut, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , i t  i s  one ev en t; th e  Son o f God goes in to  th e  f a r
coun try  and th e  Son o f Man, a t  th e  same tim e, comes home ag a in . The e x is te n c e  
o f J e su s  C h r is t  means th e  h u m ilia t io n  o f God and, a t  th e  same tim e , " th e  
homecoming o f th e  Son o f Man"(CD IV /2 , p p .20-153, th e  s e c t io n  64 o f CD). In  a 
na ive  sen se , t h i s  phrase means th a t  th e  t ru e  humanity o f J e su s  C h r is t  i s  w ith  
th e  t ru e  d e i ty  o f Je su s  C h r is t ;  t h a t  i s  to  say , Jesu s  C h r is t  i s  'God man' and 
't h e  C rea to r c r e a tu r e ' ( CD IV /2, p .3 7 ) . However, B arth  t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  th e
meaning o f t h i s  passage as fo llo w s : "(1 ) t h i s  One, God, th e  Son, became and i s
a ls o  man; (2) His e x is te n c e  became and i s  a ls o  th e  e x is te n c e  o f a man; (3) 
d iv in e  and human essen ce  w ere and a re  u n ite d  by Him and i n  Him; and (4) —-  our
p re se n t g o a l  He r a is e d  MP. human essen ce  to  essence  H i H im self and th e re fo re
as  t ru e  God became and was a ls o  t r u e  man"(CD IV /2, p .4 4 , . my em p h asis). We have 
to  g iv e  our a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  way in  which B arth  moves from th e  s p e c i f ic  to  the  
g e n e ra l .  Do th e se  fo u r p o in ts  mean th a t  the  hum anity o f J e su s  C h r is t  i s  e x a lte d  
and, th e re fo re ,  Jesu s  C h r is t  i s  th e  God-man? In  a se n se , B arth  answ ers t h i s  
q u e s tio n  a f f i r m a t iv e ly .  B arth  em phasizes th a t  " t h i s  i s  H is ex a lta tio n " (C D  IV /2, 
p .6 9 ) . " I t  [ th e  humanity which i s  e x a l te d ]  w i l l  be th e  hum anity o f God"( CD 
IV /2, p .7 2 ) .[ 1 ]
1. Cf. CD IV /2, p .52: "Our o ld e r  dogm atics was a t  one in  th e  f a c t
th a t  th e  un io  hypost a t i c a  must be d is t in g u is h e d  even i n  th e  form al sense  
from a l l  o th e r  h ig h e r o r low er u n i f i c a t io n s  and u n io n s ; t h a t ■ i t  i s  p p l  
g e n e r i s , and th e re fo re  to  be understood  only in  terras o f i t s e l f . "
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I s  t h i s ,  however, a l l  th a t  B arth  w ants to  say? H ere, we must remember th a t  
B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize th e  c h a ra c te r  of G esch ich te  o r th e  C h r is t - e v e n t . [1 ] As 
we s h a l l  see in  th e  next s e c t io n ,  acco rd in g  to  B a r th , th e  C h r is t-e v e n t as  
G esch ich te  has th e  fo llo w in g  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c :  "S u re ly  Je su s  C h r is t  does not
e x i s t  only in  th e  a b s t r a c t  su c c e s s io n  o f two ' s t a t e s '  . . . J esus  C h r is t  i s  
a lre a d y  e x a lte d  in  H is h u m ilia t io n  and h u m ilia te d  in  H is e x a l ta t io n  . . . .  [And 
as  He was] He i s  and He w i l l  be"(CD IV /2 , p .110). The G esch ich te  o f Je su s  
C h r is t ,  th e re fo re ,  " i s  our h is to r y  o f s a lv a t io n  ( u n se re  H e ils g e s c h ic h té ) which 
changes th e  whole human s itu a tio n " (C D  IV /2, p .5 1 ) .  A ccord ing ly , th e  e x a lte d
humanity in  In c a rn a t io n  i s  our hum anity. " In  Him [J e su s  C h r i s t ] ,  i n  t h i s  man, 
we have to  do w ith  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f th e  essence common to  a l l  men"(CD IV /2 , 
p .6 9 ) . So r e c o n c i l i a t io n  between God and man happens i n  Him. In  C h r is t  a l l  men 
a re  o b je c tiv e ly  j u s t i f i e d ,  s a n c t i f i e d  and called(C D  IV /1, p. 1 6 3 ) .[2 ]
T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f th e  Son o f Man i n  the  
even t o f In c a rn a t io n  i s  no t b a s ic a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  e x a l ta t io n  of man,[ 3 ] 
"The e x a l ta t io n  o f man," say s  B a rth j "which in  d e fia n c e  o f h is  r e lu c ta n c e  has 
been ach ieved  in  th e  death  and d e c la re d  i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n  o f Je su s  C h r is t ,  i s
1 .C f .K arl B a rth , "Humanity o f God," i n  God. Grace and G ospel, p .38: 
"What we have i n  Him [ J e su s  C h r is t]  i s  th e  h is to r y  FG e sch ich te ] . th e  
d ia lo g u e , in  which God and man m eet and a re  to g e th e r ."
2 . In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  says th a t  the  Humanity o f God i s  an  ev en t. 
Cf. "The Humanity o f God," i n  God. Grace and G ospe l, p .46 : "The Humanity
o f God, j u s t  because i t  i s  an e v e n t, i s  no t to  b e ,f ix e d  in  a p ic tu r e  . . . .  
I t s  o u te r  p re s u p p o s itio n  and m otive c o n s is ts  i n  th e  f a c t  th a t  th i s  
in te r c o u r s e  between God and man concerns ta l l  men. "
3 . C f .CD I I / 2 ,  p. 118; K arl B a r th . Per G oetze W ackelt (1947), p .119: 
"The In c a rn a t io n  o f C h r is t  i s  th e  g r e a t  g l o r i f i c a t i o n  o f man. In  i t ,  
every  man i s  ennobled i n  p r in c ip le . "  ( c i t e d  i n  Heinz Z a h rh t ,The Q uestion  
pf. fifisL, p. 103); John Thompson, C h r is t  i n  P e rsp e c tiv e  in  th e  Tkeology of 
K arl B arth  ( E dinburgh: The S a in t  Andrew P re s s , 1 9 7 8 ),p p .1 0 5 f . : "S ince
God has become man i n  J e su s  C h r is t  and so e x a lte d  man t p  h is  s id e  no one 
can be a lone  or w ith o u t Him." In  f a c t ,  th e  d ec ree  o f In c a rn a t io n , th e  
e l e c t i o n  i t s e l f  has such a meaning. Cf. C D .II/2 , pp .T 62f. :  " . . . .  i n
th e  e l e c t io n  o f J e su s  C h r is t  . . . .  God has a s c r ib e d  to  man . . . .  e le c t io n ,  
s a lv a t io n  and l i f e ;  and to  H im self He has a s c r ib e d  . . . .  r e p ro b a t io n , 
p e r d i t io n  and d e a th ."
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a s  suoh th e  c r e a t io n  o f  h is  new form o f e x is te n c e  as th e  f a i t h f u l  
c o v e n a n t-p a r tn e r  o f God"(CD IV /2 , p .4 9 9 ) .[1 ]  In  f a c t ,  B arth  u ses  th e  term  " th e  
Son o f God" to  d e v e lo p .h is  d o c tr in e  of r e c o n c i l i a t io n  and to  show th a t  i n  C h r is t  
th e  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  has a lre a d y  happened o n c e - f o r - a l l , [ 2]
In  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f th e  'Homecoming o f th e  Son o f  M an', B arth  d e f in e s  
r e c o n c i l i a t io n  as fo llo w s : " In  i t s  l i t e r a l  and o r ig in a l  sense  th e  word
a p o k a ta l la s s e in  ( ' t o  r e c o n c i le ')  means ' t o  ex ch an g e .' r e c o n s t i tu t i o n  and renew al
o f th e  covenant betw een God and man c o n s is ts  i n  t h i s  exchange  th e
e x in a n i t i o , th e  abasem ent, o f God, and th e  e x a l t a t i o . th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f man. I t  
was God who went in to  th e  f a r  co u n try , and i t  i s  man who r e tu r n s  home'(CD IV /2, 
p. 2 1 ) . T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , " th e re  i s  no one who does no t 
p a r t i c ip a te  in  Him [J e s u s  C h r is t]  i n  t h i s  tu rn in g  to  God. . . .  There i s  no one 
who i s  not r a is e d  and e x a l te d  w ith  Him to  t ru e  humanity"(CD IV /2, p .2 7 1 ), For, 
i n  C h r is t ,  or (more s p e c i f i c a l ly  sp eak ing ) in  th e  In c a rn a t io n , th e  e x a l ta t io n  of 
man has a lre a d y  happened .[ 3] Hence, "even s in f u l  man i s  seen  to g e th e r  w ith  th e  
man J e s u s ,  which means th a t  i n  th e  man Je su s  even s in f u l  man i s .  co n fro n te d  by 
th e  One in  whom th e  d iv in e  d e c is io n  has been made concern ing  him, in  whom th e re  
i s  a lre a d y  re so lv e d  and accom plished  h i s  d e liv e ra n c e  from s in ,  h i s  e le v a t io n ,  
h i s  r e s to r a t i o n  as a tru e  c o v e n a n t-p a r tn e r  of God. In  o th e r  w ords, th e re  i s  no
1. For B a r th 's  concept of covenan t, see  CD I I I / 1 ,  p p .42-129; IV /1, 
P P .5 9 ff. See a ls o  J .C .S c o t t ,  "The Covenant in  th e  Theology Of K arl
B a r th ," M I ,  XVII (1964) , p p .1 82-198. According to  B a r th , th e re  i s  only 
one covenant : betw een God and man: th e  covenant o f g ra c e  which i s  th e
in t e r n a l  b a s is  o f c r e a t io n .  Cf, a lso  Donald B lo e sc h .o p . c i t . , p .60. 
Hence, fo r  B a rth , th e  co v en an t-b reak in g  has  no meaning. For a s im i la r  
o b se rv a tio n , see  C o lin  Brown, K arl B arth  and _th_e C h r is t ia n  Msggagp, 
p p .1 l4 f f .  , ,
2 . However, i n  th e  New T estam ent, " th e  Son of Man" does no t mean a 
man or hum anity. R ath e r, t h i s  term  (o r  name) i s  used as  an e s c h a to lo g ic a l  
o r M essian ic  Name. Cf. G eerhardus Vos,Ih& S e l f - d i s c lo s u re  pf. J e su s  
(Grand R apids:Eerdm ans, 1978, t h i r d  e d i t i o n ) ; Sevoon Kim.The D r ig ln  o f  
P a u l 's  Gospe l  (TU ebingèn:J.C .B .M ohr (Paul S ie b e c k ) , 1981), pp .239-252 .
And see  a ls o  M aurice C asey,M û  P f  Man: The I n te r p r e ta t i o n  and In f lu e n c e
o f D aniel 7 ( London;SPCK. 1979), esp . p p .142-223.
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A'
>, Je su s  e x is t in g  e x c lu s iv e ly  fo r  H im self, and th e re  i s  no s in f u l  man who i s  no t
a f f e c te d  and determ ined  w ith  and by H is ex istence"(C D  IV /2 , p. 2 8 1 ). What
' rem ains i s  to  a f f irm  n o e t ic a l ly  what i s  o n tio  i n  C h r is t .  As f a r  as th e  o n tic
s t a t e  i s  concerned , a l l  m en, a re  re c o n c ile d  in  C h r is t ;  and th e re  i s  no
d if f e r e n c e  between th e  b e l ie v e r  and th e  u n b e lie v e r . B arth  concludes as fo llo w s :
"The p o in t a t  is s u e  i s  no t th a t  we have s t i l l  to  a c h ie v e , o r even r e p e a t ,  
our r e c o n c i l i a t io n  w ith  God and th e re fo re  our e x a l ta t io n  as t r u e  man. The 
t r u th  i s  — -  and t h i s  i s  th e  lo v e  o f God th e  F a th e r  and th e  g race  o f our 
Lord Je su s  C h r is t  —  th a t  th e se  have tak en  p lace  and a re  p ro ffe re d  to  us 
i n  Him, and i n  Him o n c e - f o r - a l l .  . . .  In  Him we have bo th  our 
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n ,  bo th  our r e g e n e ra tio n  and co n v ers io n . 
A ll t h i s  has been done and i s  i n  fo rc e .  I t  does not need to  be re p e a te d  
 ^ o r augmented. I t  i s  t r u e  and a c tu a l." (C D  IV /2, p .3 69 ).
B arth  can speak o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n  in  t h i s  way because o f h is  s p e c ia l
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  d o c tr in e  o f th e  In c a rn a tio n , t h a t  i s  h i s  a c t u a l i s t i c
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n . What does B arth  mean by th e  a c tu a l i z a t i o n  o f
th e  d o c tr in e  o f the  In c a rn a tio n ?  L et us tak e  one example of t h i s  a c t u a l i s t i c
u n d e rs ta n d in g . B arth  says:
"S u re ly  Je su s  C h r is t  does no t e x i s t  only in  th e  a b s t r a c t  su c c e ss io n  o f two 
[ ' s t a t e s . '  Does no t ev e ry th in g  depend on th e  in n e r-c o n n e c tio n  : th a t  th e
e x a l ta t io n  o f th e  Son o f Man b eg in s  and i s  com pleted a lre a d y  in  and w ith  
f th e  happening o f th e  h u m ilia t io n  o f th e  Son of God; and co n v e rse ly  t h a t
th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f th e  Son o f Man in c lu d e s  i n  i t s e l f  th e  h u m ilia tio n  o f th e  
Son o f God, so th a t  J e su s  C h r is t  i s  a lre a d y  e x a lte d  i n  His h u m ilia t io n  and 
h u m ilia te d  in  H is e x a l ta t io n ?  Is, i t  not th e  ca se , th e n , th a t  H is being  i n  
|P th e  u n ity  o f God and man i s  t h i s  h is to r y  in  i t s  in te r -c o n n e c t io n ?  I f  we
s a re  speak ing  i n  any r e s p e c t  o f t h i s  h i s to r y ,  can we r e a l ly  a b s t r a c t  from
3 . Cf. CD IV /2, p .4 9 : " In  Je su s  C h r is t  not only one man bu t r a th e r
jp th e  humanity p £  a l l  men as such has been e x a lte d  and p laced  i n  u n ity  w ith
God." See a ls o  IV /1, p .131: " In  Him [C h r is t ]  hum anity i s  e x a lte d  hum anity
. . . .  And hum anity i s  e x a l te d  i n  Him by th e  h u m ilia t io n  o f Godhead." See 
^ a g a in  R obert E .W il l is ,  o p .  c i t . . p .71: " In  Je su s  C h r is t ,  hum anity as
r  such and t o t a l i t y  i s  r e c o n c ile d  and s a n c t i f i e d ." ; J .A .V e i th , o p . c i t . p . 16:
I  "What B arth  means by th e  ' hum anity ' o f J e su s  i s  our redeemed hum anity ."
? And a ls o  Donald B lo e sc h .o p . c i t . ,  pp. 121 and Hans Kueng.J u s t i f i c a t i o n :
The D Pûtriûe  jaf. KsJZl B arth  and a. C a th o lic  R e f le c tio n  (London: Burns and
O ates, 1964), p .17.
But i t  ( in c a rn a tio n )  i s  a ls o  an e v e r-o c c u rr in g  ev en t. Cf, Colm 
O 'Grady, „Th.e Church I n  .Ca.th.clic Jhe.Ql.ogy,; D ialogue w ith  K arl B a r th . 
p p .6 4 f . :  " In c a rn a t io n  i s  alw ays a being  which does no t cease  to  be a
becoming . . .  He [C h r is t ]  becomes ever more and more in c a rn a te  . . . .  
C h r i s t 's  being  and work c o n s is t s  in  a c o n tin u a l descending  o f  a d iv in e  a c t  
and i n  a c o n t in u a lly  co rresp o n d in g  ascend ing  o f a human a c t . "
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th e  l i t e r a l  sense  of th e  two concepts? Do we r e a l ly  see  and u n d ers tan d
Him c o n c re te ly  i f  we do no t see  Him in  t h i s  tw ofold  movement, and a t  th e
same tim e in  both  th e  one movement and th e  o th e r , so th a t  th e re  can be no 
q u e s tio n  o f a h a l t  and th e re fo re  o f a ' s t a t e ' ?  We ask  ag a in : How could
He be th e  l iv in g  Je su s  C h r is t  i f  He were not th e  One He i s  i n  t h i s  
movement?"(CD IV/2 p. 110).
B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f In c a rn a t io n , a s  t h i s  q u o ta t io n  shows, i s  very  dynamic
and s u p r a - h i s to r i c a l .  For B a rth , th e re  i s  no tem poral su c c e s s io n  o f th e
h u m ilia tio n  o f C h r is t  and th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f C h r is t .  In c a rn a t io n  i t s e l f  means
th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f man and th e  h u m ilia t io n  o f G od.[1] In c a rn a t io n , th e r e f o r e ,  i s
th e  un ion  o f God and man. And t h i s  In c a rn a t io n , th e  C h r is t-e v e n t,  a s  th e
G esch ich te  o f th e  o n c e - f o r - a l l ,  ta k e s  p la ce  today and w i l l  happen tomorrow as
w e ll .  F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  " o n c e - fo r - a l l "  does no t have a s t a t i c
c h a ra c te r  such th a t  i f  one even t happened once upon a tim e as th e
" o n c e - f o r - a l l " ,  th e  even t would p ass  on i t s  e f f e c t  to  a l l  g e n e ra tio n s .  On th e
c o n tra ry , th e  " o n c e - f o r - a l l " ,  f o r  B a rth , means th a t  i f  one even t happened once
a s  th e  " o n c e - f o r - a l l ,"  i t  has to  happen c o n tin u a lly .  I f  th e re  and th e n  th e
h u m ilia t io n  o f God and th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f man happened a s  th e  " o n c e - f o r - a l l ,"
t h i s  even t has to  happen in  every  moment.[2 ]
A ccording to  such an a c t u a l i s t i c  u n d e rs tan d in g , th e re  i s  no d if f e r e n c e
1. Pannenberg, m ention ing  B a r th 's  a c t u a l i s t i c  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
C h r i s t 's  two n a tu re s  and two s t a t e s ,  comments as fo llo w s : "By com bining
th e se  two them es, B arth  comes c lo s e r  to  th e  b a s ic  o u t l in e  of th e  G nostic  
redeem er myth th an  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  o f an in c a rn a t io n a l  
C h ris to lo g y  th a t  i s  c o n s tru c te d  ' from above to  be low !: The d e sc e n t of th e
redeem er from heaven and h i s  r e tu r n  t h e r e . " ( Jesus-G od and Man (London:SCM, 
1968), p p .3 3 f.
2 , Of, H.U.V . B a l th a s a r . o p . c i t . . p p . 293f . : "He [God] h im se lf  was th e  
happening th a t  C h r is t  could  b ea r w itn e ss  to  as  p ro p h e t and te a c h e r  . . 
I t  [ th e  theme of th e  Church D ogm aticsT i s  s t i l l  th e  s to ry  o f G od's 
s a l v i f i c  a c t i v i t y  in  th e  w orld through th e  human Je su s  C h r is t ,  a s  a c t i v i t y  
th a t  i s  only  i n  so f a r  as  i t  i s  a happen ing . B arth  d e sc r ib e d  t h i s  
happening as  th e  " in -o n e n e ss"  o f  two r e a l i t i e s :  th e  L o rd 's  d escen t as a 
s e rv a n t and th e  s e r v a n t 's  a s c e n t to  th e  L o rd ."  B a l th a s a r 's  u n d ers tan d in g  
which t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  in c a rn a t io n  as C hriS t-happen ing  f i t s  w e ll to  
B a r th 's  in t e n t io n ,  f o r ,  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , in c a rn a t io n  i s  an 
ever-happen ing  ev en t. O'Grady a ls o  o b serves t h i s .  Cf, Colm O 'G rady,Ih&  
■Church I n  ThcQlQgy û£. K arl B a r th , p. 156. See a ls o  h is  ih s . .Cimr.oh I n  
th e  C a th o lic  Theology. p p .6 4 f .
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betw een th e  person  and work o f C h r is t :  ”H is work i t s e l f  i s  one w ith  H is a c t iv e
p erso n , and th e re fo re  He th e  doer and H is deed a re  in d is s o lu b ly  one” (CD I I I / 2 ,
p .6 1 ) . In  t h i s  sen se , th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  a lre a d y  th e  r e c o n c i l i a t io n .  And what 
has happened i n  C h r is t  i s  a ls o  happening even a t  t h i s  tim e. I f  th e re  was th e  
e x a l ta t io n  o f  th e  Son o f Man i n  C h r is t ,  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f man happens even 
now.Cl]
As a  r e s u l t ,  as Rpsato p o in ts  o u t, th e re  ^ i s t s  ”an o n to lo g ic a l co n n ec tio n , 
t o t a l l y  independen t o f man*s n o e t ic  u n d ers tan d in g  o f i t ,  betw een C h r is t  and 
hum anity in  g e n e ra l,  o r between God and m an.” [2] I f  t h i s  i s  not th e  c a se ,
C h r is t - h i s to r y  as G esch ick te  has no meaning f o r  B a rth . In  t h i s  sen se , fo r
B a rth , th e  I n c a r n a t io n , i s  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f  humanity in  g e n e ra l .  But t h i s  does 
n o t mean th a t  i t  [ th e  In c a rn a tio n ]  i s  a r e a l i z a t i o n  o f an immanent p o s s i b i l i t y .  
N e v e rth e le s s , we Can f in d  an H egelian  m otive i n  B a r th 's  a c t u a l i s t i c  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n . Of co u rse , t h i s  does not mean th a t  B a r th 's  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  th a t  o f H egel. However, 
B a r th 's  . a c t u a l i s t i c  u n d ers tan d in g  o f In c a rn a t io n  makes him adm it th e  p r in c ip le  
t h a t  in  th e  In c a rn a t io n  th e  u n ity  o f  God and hum anity can  be found. F or, 
acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  p erso n  and work o f  C h r is t  a re  id e n t i c a l .  Of co u rse , 
B arth  a s s e r t s  th a t  th e re  i s  a d if f e r e n c e  between C h r is t  and o th e r  o rd in a ry  men. 
N e v e rth e le s s , even today th e  C h r is t-e v e n t happens and th a t  i s  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f 
h u m an ity .[ 3 ]
At t h i s  p o in t we f in d  a d if f e r e n c e  between B arth  and K ierkegaard  i n  t h e i r
1. Cf. CD I V / i , p .313: " C h r is t  who was once o b ed ien t to  th e  F a th e r  
and o f fe re d  H im self and re c o n c ile d  th e  w orld w ith  God i s  in  e t e r n i ty  and 
th e re fo re  today . . . .  He not only  went th e  way from Jo rd an  to  G olgotha, 
bu t He s t i l l  goes i t ,  a g a in  and a g a in ."
2 . , P h i l ip  J .  R o sa to ,The S p i r i t  as Lord: The Pneumatologv o f K arl 
B arth  (E dinburgh: T. and T, C la rk , 1981), p . 123. This book Was 
o r ig in a l ly  w r i t t e n  as a d o c to r ia l  d i s s e r t a t i o n  a t  Tuebingen. His main 
th e s i s  i s  th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  G od's n o e tic  r e a l i z a t i o n  of 
th e  o n to lo g ic a l r e la t io n s h ip  betw een C h r is t  and a l l  men.
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u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n . Of co u rse , even fo r  K ierk eg aard , a s  we s h a l l  
see  in  c h a p te r  I I I ,  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  or redem ption  i s  on ly  p o s s ib le  because o f the  
In c a rn a t io n . B ut, fo r  K ierk eg aard , th e  In c a rn a t io n  i t s e l f  i s  no t
r e c o n c i l i a t io n .  God became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  R ev ea le r and Redeemer of 
s in f u l  man. But, th e re  i s ,  f o r  K ierk eg aard , no e q u a tio n  o f th e  person  and work 
o f C h r is t .  For K ierk eg aard , th e re  i s  no way to  f in d  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f hum anity 
i n  th e  In c a rn a tio n . On th e  c o n tra ry , In c a rn a t io n  i s  on ly  th e  condescending o f  
God H im self. And, even though K ierkegaard  knows and b e l ie v e s  i n  th e  e x a l ta t io n  
o f C h r is t ,  he does no t r e l a t e  t h i s  e x a l ta t io n  o f C h r is t  to  th e  e x a l ta t io n  of 
humanity i n  g e n e ra l.  M oreover, he does no t see  th e  h u m ilia t io n  and th e  
e x a l ta t io n  o f C h r is t  as one movement. There i s  th e  p e rio d  in  which C h r is t  i s  in  
h i s  h u m ilia t io n  and an o th e r  p e rio d  i n  which C h r is t  i s  i n  h i s  e x a l ta t io n .  
K ierkegaard  se e s  a  tem poral su c c e s s io n  (o r ,  tem poral connec tion ) o f  th e
h u m ilia t io n  and th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f C h r is t ,  And fo r  K ierkegaard^ th e  e x a l ta t io n  
o f C h r is t  i s  an even t which i s  r e l a t e d  to  C h r is t  H im self; th a t  does not mean 
th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f hum anity. On th e  c o n tra ry ,  we have to  see  C h r is t  i n  h is  
h u m ilia t io n . That i s  to  say , even though K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e
contem poraneousness o f C h r is t ,  he does n o t, i f  we may use a B a r th ia n  term , 
a c tu a l iz e  C h r is t - h i s to r y .  What we f in d  a t  t h i s  p o in t i s  t h a t  th e se  d if f e re n c e s  
come from B a r th 's  a c tu a l i z a t i o n  o f th e  d o c tr in e  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  which i s
. 3 . T h e re fo re , fo r  B a r th , a s  J .D .B e t t i s  q u i te  r ig h t ly  p o in ts  o u t, " th é  
only  v o c a tio n  fo r  theo lo g y  i s  th e  u n d ers tan d in g  o f human e x is te n c e .  [For 
in s ta n c e ] ,  one o f th e  im p lic a t io n s  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  t h a t  th e re  i s  no 
d if f e r e n c e -  between u n d e rs tan d in g  what men a re  r e a l l y  l i k e  and 
u n d ers tan d in g  what God i s  r e a l l y  l ik e  . . . .  When one has u n d erstood  what 
i s  meant to  be t r u ly  human, he has understood  a l l  th e re  i s  to  u n d e rs ta n d ."  
Joshep  Dabney B e t t i s ,  "Theology in  P u b lic  D ebate: B a r th 's  R e je c tio n  o f
N a tu ra l Theology and th e  H erm eneutical Problem ," SJT, XXÏI (1 969 ), p .369. 
C o lin  Brown a ls o  p o in ts  t h i s  o u t: "Thus in  view , o f d iv in e  and human
n a tu re  in  th e  In c a rn a t io n , B arth  p o s i t s  a un ion  o f God w ith  mankind 
g e n e ra l ly .  F or, .as h is  te a c h in g  goes on to  im p ly , C h r i s t 's  human n a tu re  
embraces a l l  hum anity. The h is to r y  o f t h i s  r e la t io n s h ip  i s  th e  p rim al 
h is to r y  which u n d e r l ie s  a l l  h is to r y  . . . .  For B arth  th e  e l e c t io n  o f  th e  
man Je su s  means th e  e l e c t io n  o f a l l  m ank ind ."(o n .c i t . , p .1 0 2 f . ) .
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q u ite  d i f f e r e n t  from K ie rk e g a a rd 's  em phasis on th e  contem poraneousness o f Je su s  
C h r is t .
T his i s  c lo se ly  r e la te d  to  our second p o in t in  t h i s  s e c t io n .  That i s  to
say , fo r  B a rth , In c a rn a t io n  i s  an ev en t which i s  in te r p r e te d  in  th e  l i g h t  of th e
R e su rre c tio n  and th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f C h r is t .  Here, B arth  s u s ta in s  th e  p o in t ,
which he had developed i n  th e  "Romans''( 1922), namely th a t  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  
th e  r e v e la t io n ,  B arth  s t a r t s  to  d is c u s s  t h i s  problem by a sk in g : "How do we
r e a l ly  know . . . .  t h a t  J e s u s  C h r is t  was and i s  and w i l l  be th e  e te r n a l  Word o f 
God i n  our f l e s h ,  th e  Son o f God who becomes and i s  a ls o  th e  Son o f Man, in
whom, th e re fo re ,  our human e ssen ce  i s  e x a lte d  to  fe llo w sh ip  w ith  God?"(CD, IV /2, 
p. 118). B arth  seeks to  f in d  th e  b a s is  o f th e  r e v e la t io n  o f th e  f a c t  and meaning 
o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n  in  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  and th e  a sc e n s io n  o f C h r is t ,  That i s ,  
b e fo re  th e  R e su rre c tio n  th e re  i s  no r e v e la t io n  o f th e  f a c t  and meaning o f
C h r is t- e v e n t.  The R e su rre c tio n  i s  " th e  r e v e la t io n  o f  God . . . .  th e  t r u e ,
o r ig i n a l ,  t y p ic a l  focm qL  th e r.e.y..ela.ti.Q.n j2£. .O.o.d i n  him [ C h r i s t ] . "  (CD, IV /1,
p .301, my em phasis).
Je su s  C h r is t  as G esch ich te  means " Je su s  C h r is t  a s  He re v e a ls  H im self in  His
R e s u rre c tio n  and ascen sio n ."(C D , IV /2 , p . 132). "The knowledge o f i t
[ In c a rn a t io n ]  becomes r e a l  to  men only  in  v i r tu e  of a s p e c ia l  u n v e ilin g  through 
J e s u s ' R e su rre c tio n  from th e  d e a d ..." (C D , 1 /2 , p .3 8 ) . T h ere fo re , even fo r  th e  
l a t e r  B a rth , th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  th e  r e v e la t io n  [1 ] ;  only  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e
1. See a lso  K arl B a r t h p . 97.  For a summary o f B a r th ’ s 
em phasis on th e  R e s u rre c tio n  as  r e v e la t io n ,  see  John Thompson.o p .c i t . . 
p p .87-97 which i s  p r im a r ily  based  on B erth  o ld  K lap p ert,M &  Auferweckung 
des G ek reu zig ten , Dèr A nsatz d e r  C h r is to lo g ie  K arl B a rth s  J j i  Zusammenhang 
d ie  C h r is to lo g ie  der_G egenw alt( N eukirdhen. 1971), 88 .291-327 . See a ls o
H erb ert H a r tw e ll .o p . c i t . . p p .9 7 ff .  and C harles  T .W aldrop,K arl B a r th 's  
C h r is to lo g y ; I t s  b a s ic  A lexandrian  C h arac te r (B e r l in ,  New York, and 
Amsterdam:. Mouton P u b lis h e rs ,  1984), p .138. See ag a in  Jacques de 
S e n a rc le n s ,H e irs  o f th e  R efo rm ation , t r a n s .  G*W.Bromiley(London: SCM,
1963), p. 183.
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R e su rre c tio n  can one speak o f C h r is t - h i s to r y .  In  o th e r  w ords, because of th e
R e su rre c tio n  th e  l i f e  and d ea th  o f C h r is t  become th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y .  Hence, fo r
B a rth , th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  th e  k e rn e l of th e  New Testam ent and, a c c o rd in g ly , o f
B a r th 's  own th eo lo g y , B arth  say s : "A ll New Testam ent r e c o l le c t io n s  hang on th e
r e c o l l e c t io n  o f  th e  E a s te r  experience"(C D , 1 /2 ÿ p .114). And ag a in : "The E a s te r
s to ry  s ig n i f i e s  th e  even t which i s  th e  p roper o b je c t o f a l l  o th e r  n a r r a t iv e s  and
te a c h in g s  i n  the. New Testam ent."(C D , 1 /2 , P .114. Cf. IV /2 , p .134). T h e re fo re ,
" In  a s t r i c t  and p ro p er sen se  t h i s  r e a l i t y  [ o f  r e v e l a t i o n ] ,  and so
f u l f i l l e d  tim e in  th e  m id st o f th e  tim es, i s  th e  E a s te r  s to ry  and th e
E a s te r  m essage. I t  i s  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f th e  Word o f God, w ith  which Holy 
S c r ip tu re  and w ith  i t  th e  p ro c lam atio n  o f th e  C h r is t ia n  Church a re
connected . With i t  they  s ta n d  and w ith  i t  they  f a l l .  With i t  a ls o  a l l
church dogm atics o bv iously  s ta n d s  and fa lls^ (C D , 1 /2 , p . 122).
A ll of B a r th 's  th e o lo g ic a l  r e f l e c t i o n s  a ls o  depend upon th e  R e su rre c tio n . 
"The o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f R e v e la tio n " [J e su s  C h r is t]  i s  a ls o  so  c a l le d  only  in  
th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e s u r re c t io n .[2 ]
What i s  th e  R e su rre c tio n , then? This i s  a very  im p o rtan t q u e s tio n  f o r  an
u n d ers tan d in g  o f B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .  What i s  im p o rtan t and
in t e r e s t i n g  i s  th a t  B arth  now ( i n  h i s  l a t e r  theology) em phasizes th e  h i s t o r i c i t y
o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  and a l s o ,  a c c o rd in g ly , th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  r e v e la t io n .  This
p o in t .w i l l  be d isc u sse d  i n  th e  second s e c t io n  of t h i s  c h a p te r . Here we s h a l l  be
concerned w ith  th e  meaning o f th e  R e su rre c tio n . As we have m entioned, f o r
B a rth , th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  th e  r e v e la t io n ;
"As H is [ C h r i s t 's ]  s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n ,  His R e s u rre c tio n  and a sc e n s io n  w ere 
sim ply a l i f t i n g  o f  th e  v e i l .  They were a s te p  ou t of th e  h iddenness o f 
His p e r f e c t  being as Son o f God and Son o f Man, a s  M ediator and 
R e c o n c ile r , in to  th e  p u b l ic i ty  o f the  w orld fo r  th e  sake o f th o se  fo r  
whose r e c o n c i l i a t io n  He was who He was and i s  who He i s .  His R e su rre c tio n  
and a sc e n s io n  were sim ply th e  a u th e n t ic  com m unication and p ro c lam atio n  of 
th e  p e r fe c t  a c t  o f redem ption  once f o r  a l l  accom plished in  H is p rev io u s  
e x is te n c e  and h i s to r y ,  o f  th e  Word o f s a lv a t io n  once fo r  a l l  spoken in
: 2 . C f .CD, IV /2 , p .142: "T his [R e su rre c tio n ]  i s  th e  o b je c tiv e  b a s is
from which a lo n e , by th e  w itn e ss  o f th e  Holy S p i r i t ,  a l l  s u b je c t iv e  
knowledge o f Je su s  C h r is t  can d e r iv e ."
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Hira” (CD, IV /2, p .133).
That i s  to  say , t h i s  r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f what has a lre a d y  tak en  
p la ce  in  th e  p re -E a s te r  l i f e  and found fu l f i lm e n t  in  H is d ea th  on th e  c ro s s ,C 3] 
But i f  th e re  were no R e su rre c tio n , a l l  o f th e  p a s t th in g s  would be in  v a in . In  
t h i s  sen se , th e  R e su r re c tio n  i s  th e  o n c e - f o r - a l l  and a l l  s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t  even t
o f r e v e la t io n  ----  th e  even t o f H is s e l f - d e c la r a t io n .  Now in  His R e s u rre c tio n  He
re v e a ls  H im self as th e  L o rd .[4 ] "As such He i s  now a c c e s s ib le  to  human 
accep tan ce  and th o u g h t. Yet He rem ains always th e  Lord even o f t h i s  human 
c a p a c ity  to  th in k  and rece ive"(C D , IV /2, p .147). So i n  th e  R e s u r re c tio n  th e
d is c ip le s  a re  c e r t a in  o f th e  im m ediate p resence  o f God; God i s  w holly p re s e n t
to  men in  th e  R e su rre c tio n  o f  C h r is t .  But in  t h i s  p resen ce  He i s  th e  Lord, God 
re v e a ls  H im self as th e  Lord. That i s  to  say , God i s  p re s e n t i n  t h i s  p resen ce  in  
th e  manner of God"(CD, I I I / 2 , p .4 8 8 ). S ince He re v e a ls  H im self as th e  Lord, He 
i s  a ls o  th e  Lord o f tim e. As th e  Lord o f tim e. He can e n te r  in to  tim e, b u t He', 
i s  no t bound by tim e. So what happened in  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  can happen a t  aqy 
tim e. Through th e  R e su rre c tio n  th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  becomes th e  o n c e - f o r - a l l .  
That i s  to  say , th rough  His d is c lo s u r e - o f  H im self as th e  one who was b e fo re  
E aste r-D ay , He can d is c lo s e  H im self to  us as  th e  one who i s  and who w i l l  be as
He was b e fo re . But t h i s  d is c lo s u re  cannot be understood  a s  a s t a t i c  r e v e la t io n .
I t  must be understood  as a dynamic r e v e la t io n .  This means th a t  ; He becomes a il 
a c tu a l  e v e n t. So from now on C h r is t  must be understood  as  an a c t ,  an  e v e n t, o r
3 . However, fo r  B a rth , what ta k es  p lace  i n  th e  P re -E a s te r  l i f e  i s  no t 
i n  H is to ry . B arth  sa y s : "The whole l i f e  and d ea th  o f Je su s  a re
undoubtedly  in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  of His R e s u r re c t io n " !C redo, p .9,6). 
And ag a in : "A ll m ira c le  s to r i e s  have i n  t h e i r  way, i t  seems to  me,
s im i la r  s ig n if ic a n c e .  They a re  s ig h s  o f th e  coming Kingdom, 
m a n ife s ta t io n s  o f  th e  f r e e  g race  o f God. . . . .  But j u s t  i n  t h i s  c h a ra c te r  
as  s ig n s  th a t  emerge, b u t th a t ,  f a r  from becoming th e  r u le ,  d isa p p e a r 
a g a in  t h a t ,  so to  say , b r e a k . in to ,  y e s , b reak  th ro u g h , th e  l i f e  of Je su s
i n  th e  f le s h  — a l l  U iâ t  belongs p ro p e rly  I f i  tiie  E a s ls r  sidCjL* They a re
ra y s  o f H is R e su rre c tio n  and Ascension"(CradO., p .7 5 ) .
4 . Cf. CD, IV /1, p p .3 0 1 f f . , IV /2 , p p .1 4 1 ff . and 2 9 8 ff . And see  
a ls o  K arl B a rth . The knowledge S it God and th e  S e rv ice  af. God
(London:Hodder, 1938), p .8 7 f .
: -:1 , . ;
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a G eso h io h te . B arth  asks as fo llo w s ; "How can th a t  which God d id  i n  Jesu s  
C h r is t  y e s te rd a y  not be His a c t  today and tomorrow?"(CD, IV /2 , p .1 1 1 ). The 
R e su rre c tio n  re v e a ls  th a t  He who l iv e d  and d ie d , as th e  one who l iv e d  and d ie d , 
i s  th e  Lord o f tim e. His being  as th e  one who l iv e d  and d ied  i s  h is  e t e r n a l  
b e in g , and th e re fo re  H is p re se n t being to d a y . "H is h is to r y  F G e s c h i c h t e ! says 
B a rth , "d id  no t become dead h i s to r y .  I t  was h is to r y  in  H is tim e to  become as
such e te r n a l  h is to r y  ----- th e  h is to r y  o f God w ith  th e  men o f a l l  tim es , and
th e re fo re  ta k in g  p la ce  h e re  and now as  i t  d id  th e re  and th e n . He i s  th e  l i v in g
Saviour"(CD , IV /U  PP.313f*.). As G esch ich te  C h r is t  i s  a "genuine p re s e n t ----
and no t now in  s p i t e  o f i t ,  b u t j u s t  because o f  i t ,  a genu ine  p a s t  and 
fu tu re"(C D , 1 /2 , p .5 2 ) , T his h is to r y  i s  never "n o t y e t"  o r fn o  lo n g e r ."
B arth  see s  th e  l i f e  o f C h r is t  i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su rre c tio n . So he 
c o n fe sse s  th a t  he ; i s  very  God and very  man. F or, lo o k in g  backward from th e  
R e s u rre c tio n , i t  must be c o n s ta n t ly  remembered th a t  C h r is t  i s  th e  Lord o f tim e. 
The l i f e  o f C h r is t ,  th e re fo r e ,  must be seen  in  accordance w ith  t h i s  co n ce p tio n  
and i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n . In  th e  l i g h t  of t h i s  R e su rre c tio n , th e
y e a rs  1 -  30 AD a re  th e  tim e o f th e  r e v e la t io n  and th e  f u l f i l e d  tim e. However,
as  we s h a l l  see  in  th e  next s e c t io n ,  th e se  y e a rs  them selves a r e  not th e  tim e , of 
r e v e la t io n .  B ut, i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  R e su rre c tio n , B arth  says th a t  even th e
tim e o f th e  Old Testam ent i s  th e  't im e  of e x p e c ta t io n . ' F o r, i f  C h r is t  i s  the
Lord o f  ^ tim e, as B a r th ;s e e s  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n , He has to  be even in  th e  Old 
Testam ent tim e. The c r i t e r i o n  o f  a l l  th in g s  i n  r e v e la t io n ,  th e r e f o r e ,  i s  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  which i s  i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n . [1 ] The C h r is t-e v e n t i s  
s e l f - e x p la n a to ry .  Here we f in d  th e  re a so n  why ■ B arth  t r i e s  to  a c tu a l i z e  the
1. T h ere fo re , fo r  B a r th , th e  p ro p h e tic  o f f ic e  o f C h r is t  i s  no t in  h is  
e a r th ly  l i f e ,  bu t a f t e r  th e  R e su rre c tio n . And in  t h i s  se n se , th e
p ro p h e tic  o f f ic e  o f C h r is t  i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e  works o f th e  Holy 
S p i r i t .  Cf. CD, IV /1, p p .110-134. See a ls o  K arl B a r th 's  T able T a lk , ed. 
John D. Godsey ^London and Edinburgh; O liv e r  and Boyd, 1963), p p .lT f .
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d o c tr in e  o f the  In c a rn a tio n . The one whom B arth  f in d s  in  th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  
God who re v e a ls  H im self as th e  Lord, a s  th e  f r e e  God. And God, as th e  Lord, 
a c t s  i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n . T h ere fo re , fo r  B a rth , God i s  alw ays God who a c t s .  
Thus, i f  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  G od 's a c t ,  th e n  i t  must have a dynamic s t r u c tu r e .  
Hence th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f th e  Son o f Man i s  a t  th e  same tim e th e  h u m ilia tio n  of 
th e  Son o f God, In  t h i s  way B arth  sees  th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  l i f e  o f C h r is t  
i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n . So we can say th a t  th e  E a s te r-E v e n t i s  th e  
o n t ic  fo u n d a tio n  o f th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y .  Because o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  th e  
C h ris t-E v e n t i s  th e  o b je c tiv e  r e a l i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .
The f a c t  th a t  K ierkegaard  has a d i f f e r e n t  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  
In c a rn a t io n  and th e  R e su rre c tio n  has a lre a d y  been m entioned i n  th e  l a s t  c h a p te r . 
Whereas B arth  t r i e s  to  u n d ers tan d  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
R e su rre c tio n , K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  u nders tand  th e  R e su rre c tio n  in  th e  l i g h t  of 
th e  In c a rn a t io n . According to  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  lo g ic ,  i f  a p erson  b e l ie v e s  th a t  
th e re  i s  In c a rn a tio n , th e n  i t  i s  n a tu ra l  to  b e l ie v e  th e  fa c t, o f th e  
R e s u r re c t io n .[1 ]  Of co u rse , K ierkegaard  th in k s  th a t  C h r i s t 's  m ira c le s ,  His 
R e su rre c tio n  from th e  dead, and H is A scension in to  heaven a re  the  'p r o o f s ' which 
the. S c r ip tu r e  p re se n ts  fo r  C h r i s t 's  d iv in i ty .  B ut, th e se  p ro o fs  have th e  same 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  as th e  In c a rn a t io n . They must be b e l ie v e d . And f a i t h  i n  th e  
d iv in i ty  o f C h r is t  i s  th e  ground fo r  b e l ie v in g  a l l  o th e r  th in g s . T his i s  th e  
re a so n  why K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e  a b so lu te  Paradox, th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  
God-man. What i s  im p o rtan t fo r  K ierkegaard  i s  not th a t  th e re  i s  n o th ing  which 
can be known about th e  f a c t  t h a t  J e su s  a s s e r t s  th a t  He i s  God, bu t th a t  we try  
no t to  a cc ep t t h i s  a s s e r t io n  and t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f th e  GOd-man, which i s  
g iv e n  to  u s . However, fo r  B a rth , th e re  was no r e v e la t io n ,  i n  th e  r e s t r i c t e d  
sen se  o f th e  word, to  th e  d i s c ip le s  o f Je su s  b e fo re  th e  R e su rre c tio n  o f C h r is t ;
. 1. C f .T ra in in g  i n  C h r i s t i a n i t y , p .29 . See a ls o  C hapter I I I  o f t h i s  
s tu d y .
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and, th e re fo re ,  th e re  were no p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f o ffen ce  b e fo re  th e  R e su rre c tio n . 
Hence, w hereas fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  God-man (o r .  H is h i s t o r i c a l  
l i f e )  i s  th e  l i f e  o f th e  R ev ea le r, fo r  B arth  th e  e x is te n c e  o f Je su s  C h r is t  
becomes r e v e la t io n  only i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n . This d if f e re n c e  
betw een B arth  and K ierkegaard  i s  s im i la r  to  th a t  which I  have p o in ted  ou t i n  th e  
l a s t  c h a p te r  th a t  B arth  seeks r e v e la t io n  i n  th e  R e su rre c tio n  i n  c o n t ra s t  to  
K ierkegaard  who em phasizes th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  (C h r is t  i n  h is  
h u m ilia tio n )  as  th e  r e v e la t io n .  F o r, even though he speaks o f th e  d o c tr in e  of 
th e  In c a rn a t io n , B arth , as he had done in  th e  "Romans"(1922), t r i e s  to  
u n d ers tan d  C h r is t  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n .
The th i r d  and l a s t  p o in t ,  which shows th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een B arth  and 
K ierkegaard , i s  th a t  B a rth , u n lik e  K ierkegaard , makes th e  In c a rn a t io n  a 
necessa ry  ev en t. This i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  B a r th 's  t r i n i t a r i a n  u n d ers tan d in g  
o f r e v e la t io n .  The ta sk  we s h a l l  u n d ertak e  i s  no t th a t  o f p o in tin g  o u t th a t  
w hereas B arth  un d ers tan d s r e v e l a t i o n  in  th e  co n tex t o f th e  d o c tr in e  o f  T r in i ty ,
t h a t  i s  no t th e  case i n  K ierk eg aard . In  a sen se , B arth  i s  more t r i n i t a r i a n  in
h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n .  But t h i s  does not mean th a t  K ierkegaard  i s  not 
a  t r i n i t a r i a n  th e o lo g ia n , b u t th a t  he does not p r im a r ily  u se  th e  t r i n i t a r i a n  
s t r u c tu r e  in  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .  The q u e s tio n  which we a re  going 
to  t r e a t  here  i s  w hether K ierkegaard  and B arth  see  In c a rn a t io n  as a  f r e e  a c t  of 
God i n  a r e a l  sen se . As we s h a l l  see  in  c h a p te r  I I I ,  fo r  K ierkegaard  i t  must be 
a f r e e  a c t  o f God. To defend  t h i s  i s  one of th e  m ajor aims o f h is  w r i t in g s ,  
a g h in s t H egelian  ph ilosophy  and th e o lo g y . At f i r s t  g la n c e , i t  seems to  be th e  
case  th a t  B arth  a ls o  em phasizes th e  c h a ra c te r  of th e  In c a rn a t io n  as a f r e e  a c t  
o f God. But when we co n s id e r h i s  d e s c r ip t io n s  o f th e  in c a rn a t io n  i n  h i s  l a t e r  
th e o lo g y , we f in d  th a t  we cannot subm it an a f f i rm a tiv e  answer to  th e  q u e s tio n  as
to  Whether he sees  th e  In c a rn a t io n  as a f r e e  a c t  of God i n  a r e a l  sen se . We
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s h a l l  c o n s id e r  (1) th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f th e  t r iu n e  God and th e  
In c a rn a t io n  and (2) th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  C re a tio n  o f 
t h i s  w orld . .Through t h i s  c o n s id e ra t io n  of th e se  two r e l a t i o n s ,  we s h a l l  show 
th a t ,  fo r  B a rth , th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  a  n ecessa ry  a c t o f God. B efore c o n s id e r in g  
th e se  r e l a t i o n s ,  i t  w i l l  be good to  co n s id e r  b r i e f l y  B a r th 's  t r i n i t a r i a n  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .
The only way to  know God i s  by th e  r e v e la t io n  o f God; we do not know and 
we cannot know God b e fo re  H is r e v e la t io n .  T h ere fo re , i f  we come to  know th a t
God i s  th e  tr iu n e  God, t h a t  means th a t  God has re v e a le d  H im self as th e  t r iu n e
God. For ''God i s  known through God and through God alone"(CD I I / Î ,  p .4 4 ) .
However, even t h i s  s ta te m e n t i s  ho t enough fo r  B a rth . A ccording to  B a rth , God 
no t only re v e a ls  H im self, b u t a l s o ,  as th e  God who re v e a ls  H im self, i s  th e  one 
who i s  i n  H is r e v e la t io n .  That i s  to  say , God and H is r e v e la t io n  a re  id e n t i c a l  
in  H is r e v e la t io n ;  God i s  th e  one Who i s  in  r e v e la t io n .  B arth  says; 
"R e v e la tio n  i s  n o th ing  l e s s  th a n  God H im self." T i l  Hence we must ask  who i s  God 
in  H is r e v e la t io n .  A ccording to  B a rth , t h i s  q u e s tio n  i s  th e  only  v a l id  q u e s tio n  
about God. B arth  answ ers; "God re v e a ls  H im self as th e  Lord"(CD, 1 /1 , p .3 5 1 ,
1 . K arl B a r th .God i n  A c tio n , t r a n s .  E.G.Horarighausen and K arl J .  
E rn s t (E dinburgh ; T. and T. C la rk , 1936), p . 12. B a r th 's  argum ent can 
be summarized, as  C o lin  E.Gunton does w e ll ,  as fo llo w s ; "B arth  i s  
r e f e r r in g  to  r e v e la t io n  as so m eth in g , th a t  happens; not to  s u b je c t iv e  
ex p e rien ces  b u t to  ev en ts  th a t  a re  God, and s p e c i f i c a l ly  th e  e v en ts  th a t  
come to  e x p re ss io n , i n  th e  s to ry  o f th e  l i f e ,  d e a th , and R e su rre c tio n  of 
Je su s  C h r is t .  Because t h i s  r e v e la t io n  i s  where God happens among men, i t  
i s  im p o ss ib le  to  d is t in g u is h  between G od's Word and God H im self, betw een 
what God does and w hat he i s .  There i s  no o th e r  r e a l i t y  ly in g  beh ind  i t ;  
i t  i s  God h im se lf . " (Becoming and B eing; Ttie DccjtrlJie a t  God I n  C harles  
H artsho rne and K arl B erth  ( O xford; Oxford U n iv e rs ity  P re s s ; 1978), p .129. 
See a ls o  P e te r  Monsma.o p . c i t . . p p .11 5 f ,,1 3 1 •
The fo llo w in g  comment of, G.C.Berkduwer a lso  h e lp s  us to  u n d ers tan d  
B a r th 's  argum ent; "H is [G od 's] be ing  i s  re v e a le d  in ,H is  A ction . I t  i s  
p re c is e ly  G od's b e in g , who He r e a l ly  jjg., th a t  i s  re v e a le d  to  us a t  th e  
p o in t o f H is d e a lin g s  w ith  us as Lord and S av io u r. I f  we do no t meet Him 
h e re , we w i l l  meet Him nowhere. God is .,  not as an a b s t r a c t  q u a l i ty  o f 
b e in g , bu t i n  th e  a c t  o f H is r e v e la t io n ,  j j i  H is Work. He i s  . . . .  th e  
l i v in g  God, pu re  i n  a c t  in  th e  a c t u a l i ty  o f H is wcrk and 
re v e la t io n "  ( op, ,  c i t . p. 191).
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passim ) . W hat-does t h i s  s ta te m e n t mean? B arth  says as fo llo w s ;
"To be Lord means to  be what God in  H is r e v e la t io n  i s  tow ards man. To a c t  
a s  Lord means to  a c t  as  God in  H is r e v e la t io n  a c t s  b n  man. . . . .  L ordsh ip  
i s  p re se n t in  r e v e la t io n ,  j u s t  because i t s  r e a l i t y  and t r u th  a re  so 
u t t e r l y  grounded in  i t s e l f ,  because i t  need be a o tu a l is e d  and le g i t im a te d  
in  no o th e r  way th an  by th e  f a c t  of i t s  o ccu rren ce , because i t  i s  no t in  
any r e l a t i o n  to  any th ing  e ls e  b u t i s  r e v e la t io n  by i t s  own agency, because 
i t  i s  th e  s e lf - c o n ta in e d  novum we spoke o f . L ordsh ip  means freedom "( CD. 
1 /1 , p .3 5 2 ).
Hence, th e  s ta tem en t th a t  God r e v e a ls  H im self as th e  Lord means th a t  God f r e e ly  
re v e a ls  H im self as th e  God who i s  f r e e .  But t h i s  i s  no t th e  only th in g  which We 
must und ers tan d  i n  t h i s  s ta te m e n t. God, a s  God who i s  f r e e ,  r e v e a ls  H im self; 
God, as  God who i s  f r e e ,  r e v e a ls  H im self through H im se lf; and God, as God who 
i s  f r e e ,  r e v e a ls  H im self. That i s  to  say , God who re v e a ls  H im self i s  God who i s  
a b le  to  re v e a l H im self; i t  i s  H is p ro p e rty  to  d is t in g u is h  H im self from H im self, 
"The L ordsh ip  which becomes v i s i b l e  i n  th e  B ib l ic a l  r e v e l a t i o n ,"  say s  B a rth , 
" c o n s is ts  in  G od 's freedom to  d is t in g u is h  H im self from H im self, to  become o th e r 
th an  H im self, and y e t  to  rem ain  as He was; i n  f a c t  more, to  be th e  one God 
equal to  H im self and to  e x i s t  as  th e  one so le  God by th e  f a c t . t h a t  He th u s , so 
in c o n ce iv a b ly  d eep ly , d is t in g u is h e s  H im self from H im self, t h a t  He i s  no t only 
God th e  F a th e r ,  b u t a lso  God th e  Son"(CD, 1 / 1 , . p p .3 6 7 f. ) •  In  a word, God who i s  
i n  H is r e v e la t io n  i s  God who i s  a b le  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  H im self from H im self. To 
be s u re ,  God i s  one in  H im self. But He i s  no t a lo n e . There i s  in  Him a 
c o -e x is te n c e , c o - in h e re n c e , and r e c ip r o c i ty .  God in  H im self i s  no t j u s t  s im p le ,
b u t i n  th e  s im p l ic i ty  o f H is essen ce  He i s  th re e - fo ld h e s s  — -  th e  F a th e r ,  th e
Son, and th e  Holy S p i r i t . [1 ]
B arth  say s;
"He [God] p o s i t s  H im self, i s  p o s ite d  by H im self, and confirm s H im self in
bo th  r e s p e c ts ,  as H is own o r ig in  and a ls o  i n  H is own g o a l. He i s  in
1. P ro fe sso r  W iles a rg u es  th a t  t h i s  th re e - fo ld n e s s  i n  God g iv e s  r i s e  
to  B a r th 's  d o c tr in e  o f T r in i ty .  See M .F.W iles,"Som e R e f le c tio n s  on th e  
O rig in  o f th e  T r i n i t v . " Jo u rn a l o f T h eo lo g ica l S tu d ie s , new s e r i e s  V II I  
(1 9 5 7 ), p p .92-106.
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H im self th e  One who lo v e s  e t e r n a l l y ,  th e  One who i s  e te r n a l ly  lo v e d , and 
e te r n a l  lo v e ; and i n  t h i s  t r i u n i t y  He I s  th e  o r ig in a l  and sou rce  o f every 
I  and Thou, o f  th e  I  which i s  e t e r n a l ly  from and to  th e  Thou and th e re fo re  
suprem ely I « ( C D ,I I I / 2 ,  p .2 1 8 ).
God i s  H im self, th e r e f o r e ,  th e  One who i s  i n  th e  r e l a t i o n  which r e l a t e s  H im self
to  H im self. Or, God i s  in  H im self th e  one who i s  i n  lo v e , who lo v e s  H im self
through H im self. Hence, fo r  B a rth ; th e  r e a l i t y  o f God can be d e sc rib e d  as  th e
Being o f  God in  A ct, as th e  One who lo v e s , and in  freedom .[1]
Hence, " th e  name o f F a th e r ,  Son, and S p i r i t  means th a t  God i s  th e  one God
i n  a th re e fo ld  r e p e t i t i o n ; and th a t  i n  such a way, t h a t  t h i s  r e p e t i t i o n  i t s e l f
i s  grounded in  H is Godhead; hence i n  such a way th a t  i t  s i g n i f i e s  no a l t e r a t i o n
i n  H is Godhead; bu t a ls o  i n  such a way th a t  only in  t h i s  r e p e t i t i o n  i s  He th e
one God; i n  such a way th a t  H is Godhead s ta n d s  and f a l l s  w ith  th e  f a c t  th a t  i n
t h i s  r e p e t i t i o n  He i s  God; b u t a ls o  p re c is e ly  fo r  th e  rea so n  th a t  i n  each
r e p e t i t i o n  He i s  th e  one God"(CD, 1 /1 , p ,4 0 2 ). That i s  to  say , God a s  th e
F a th e r ,  th e  Son, and th e  S p i r i t  r e s p e c t iv e ly  i s  God in  a s p e c i f i c  way. So B àrth
w ants to  s u b s t i tu t e  th e  term  ' t h r e e  p e rso n s ' fo r  ' t h e  th r e e  modes o f b e in g s? [2]
The f a c t  th a t  God i s  in  t h i s  th re e  modes o f being  means th a t  God i s  a self-m oved
b e in g . Eberhard Juengel d e s c r ib e s  t h i s  c h a r a c te r i s t i c  o f G od 's being  i n  B arth
as fo llo w s : . -
"The r e l a t i o n a l  s t r u c tu r in g  o f  G od's being c o n s t i tu te s  G od 's being  no t in  
th e  sense  of an independen t im personal s t r u c tu r e  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  
be in g ; indeed  th e  modes o f G od 's being  which a re  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from  one 
an o th e r a re  so r e la te d  to  each o th e r  th a t  each mode o f  G od's being  becomes 
what i t  i s .  only to g e th e r  w ith  th e  two o th e r  modes o f b e in g . The r a t i o n a l  
s t r u c tu r in g  i n  G od 's be ing  i s  th e  e x p re s s io n  o f  v ary ing  " o r ig in a l  
r e la t io n s "  and " is s u e s "  o f G od's b e in g . G od's being  as  th e  being  o f God 
th e  F a th e r , Son, and Holy S p i r i t  i s  th u s  a being  i n  becoming. The 
d o c tr in e  o f p e r ic h o re s is  and a p p ro p r ia t io n  w ith in  th e  th re e  modes o f ,G o d 's  
be ing  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from  each o th e r  and u n ite d  a s  " th re e fo ld "  d e f in e s  
t h i s  knowledge: G od 's being  i s  in  becom ing." [ 3 ]
In  a word, G od's being  i n  H im self i s  a B e in g - in ta c t .  J u e n g e l 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f
1. Cf. CD, I I / 1 ,  p p .2 6 3 f . ,  339-83, 406-23.
2 . Or, " th re e  way o f b e in g " . Cf. 1 /11 ; p p .412-416.
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B a r th 's  d o c tr in e  o f th e  T r in i ty  ex p re sse s  c l e a r ly  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n  when he . -
draws ou t h i s  d o c tr in e  o f th e  T r in i ty  from th e  a c t  o f r e v e la t io n .  For B a rth ,
th e re  i s  no God who i s  no t i n  A ct.
What i s  im p o rtan t a t  t h i s  p o in t i s  w hat t h i s  a c t  o f God i s .  We have {
a lre a d y  su g g ested  th a t  t h i s  a c t  o f God i s  th e  a c t  o f G od's lo v in g . In  th e
o r ig in a l  se n se , t h i s  a c t  o f lo v e  i s  th e  one which i s  i n  God H im self. As we have
seen , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , God i s  i n  H im self th e  One who lo v e s  H im self or th e  One
who i s  a b le  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  H im self from H im se lf .[4 ]
The o r ig in a l  love  i s  G od's lo v e  as  such , th e  lo v e  o f th e  F a th e r , o f  th e
Son. And t h i s  lo v in g  i s  i t s e l f  God who i s  in  th e  a c t  o f lo v e . G od's lo v in g  i s
G od 's be in g . H is essence  and th e  n a tu re  of God. "G od's a c t , "  says B a rth , " i s
H is loving"(C D , I 1 /1 , p .283, Cf. I b i d , , p .3 5 1 ). Of co u rse , B arth  draws th i s
f a c t  ou t of G od's r e v e la t io n .  But B arth  em phasizes th e  p r io r i t y  o f th e  a c t  of,
God i n  H im self; G od 's being  in  i t s e l f  i s  i n  a c t ,  i n  lo v e , and i n  freedom . For j-
3 . Eberhard Ju en g e l ,.TJlg. P p c .trln fi jfflt ihfi.. T rin ity .; flPdJÆ l a
Becoming, t r a n s .  H orton H a rr is  (Edinburgh and London: S c o t t is h  Academy
P ress  j 1976), pp.63f*. C o lin  E.Gunton a lso  t r i e s  to  u n d ers tan d  B a r th 's
d o c tr in e  o f God as  God th e  ev en t-b e in g  o r God i n  becoming based on th e  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f B arth  in  E. Juengel ( o n .c i t^ )  and R.W; Jenson  ( God 
a f t e r  God.: Iho. fiod of. fb o  P as t and. Ihd. God. o f  .tke Fninro*. soon  I nth e  Work o f K arl B a r th ( In d ia n a p o lis  and New York, 1969)) i n  h is  d o c to r ia l  
d i s s e r t a t i o n  fo r  O xford. Cf. C o lin  E .G unton ,op. c i t . , p p .127-185. 
E sp e c ia lly  s e e  p .167: "G od 's being  i s  ev en t, and th e re fo r e  a becoming.
He i s  what he d o e s . . . .  In c a rn a t io n  i s  th e  movement of God in t o  r e l a t i o n  
w ith  th e  w orld . .  . Because t h i s  movement i s  God, th e re  i s  no unmoved God 
behind o r u n d e rly in g  i t ;  r a th e r  i t  e n t a i l s  t h a t  G od 's being c o n s is t s  i n  a 
movement outw ârds to  what i s  no t God . . . .God i s  movement toward th e  o th e r  
and t h i s  movement i s  ex p ressed  co n c e p tu a lly  by- th e  e te r n a l  ; r e l a t i o n  o f th e  
Son to  th e .F a th e r , in  th e  S p i r i t .  In  i t s  tu rn ,  t h i s  in n e r  movement 
p ro v id es  th e  o n to lo g ic a l grounding  f o r  -the outward movement we see  to  have
happened in  th e  l i f e  o f Jesus.9 (m y  em phasis).
4 . Cf. R .D .W illiam s, "B arth  on th e  t r iu n e  God," i n  K arl B arth :
S tu d ie s  f i f  h is  T h eo lo g ica l Method. e d . , S.W .Sykes (O xford: C larendon
P re s s , 1979), p .181: " . . .  th e re  i s  i n  God, e t e r n a l l y ,  th e  c a p a c ity  fo r
t h i s  'd i s t a n c e ' or 'd is p la c e m e n t ',  un ion  w ith  an o th e r even a c ro s s  th e  
g r e a t e s t  g u lf  o f c o n t ra d ic t io n  and o p p o s itio n . G od's o th e rn e ss  to  h im se lf  
i n  h is  Word i s  th e  e x is te n c e  i n  him o f re sp o n se , m u tu a l i ty , not sim ply a 
's e l f - e x p r e s s io n ' o f some s o r t .  He i s  n o t, i n  s h o r t ,  & s e l f . "
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B arth , th e  f a c t  th a t  God is= a s  th e  t r iu n e  God means th a t  God does d i f f e r e n t i a t e  
H im self to  H im self, so th a t  God lo v e s  H im self who i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from H im self 
f r e e ly .  There i s  no God who i s  no t so . God as  such re v e a ls  H im self to  u s ,[1 ]  
What i s  re v e la t io n ?  As we have s a id  s e v e ra l  tim es th e  In c a rn a t io n  which i s  
in t e r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  r e v e la t io n .  And i n  t h i s
r e v e la t io n  God i s  th e  one who i s  i n  t h i s  r e v e la t io n .  B arth  s t a t e s :  "The God
who r e v e a ls  H im self . . . .  i s  One in  th re e  of H is own modes o f e x is te n c e , which 
c o n s is ts  in  t h e i r  m utual r e l a t io n s h ip s .  F a th e r , Son, and Holy S p i r i t .  In  t h i s
way He i s  th e  Lord"(CD, 1 /1 , p .4 0 0 ). And ag a in : "The r e v e la t io n  o f God, and
th e re fo re  H is being  as F a th e r ,  Son, and S p i r i t ,  i s  not an economy fo re ig n  to  H is 
e sse n c e , l im ite d  as  i t  w ere from above o r from w ith in , so th a t  we should  have to
in q u i r e  about th e  h idden  F o u rth , i n  o rd e r  r e a l ly  to  in q u i r e  about God" (CD, 1 /1 ,
p .4 3 9 ). T h ere fo re , God i s  th e  one who i s  in  th e  a c t  of t h i s  r e v e la t io n .  
W ithout a c t ,  th e re  i s  no God. T h is u n d ers tan d in g  comes from C h r is t ,  th e  God who 
assum es human form. B ut, a cco rd in g  to  B a rth , "even i n  th e  form which He assumes 
by re v e a lin g  H im self, God i s  f r e e  to  re v e a l H im self or not to  re v e a l 
Himself"(CD, 1 /1 , p .3 6 9 ). Why? That i s  G od 's essen ce , God^s n a tu re , and G od's
freedom . Hence b e s id e s  C h r is t  th e re  must be th e  R evealedness o f G od's
r e v e la t io n  to  u s, i f  r e v e la t io n  i s  to  have i t s  e f f e c t  ( o r ,  r e v e la t io n  would not
be r e v e la t io n ) .  "W ithout t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  re v e a le d n e ss  o f God," say s  B a rth , 
’♦ re v e la tio n  would no t be r e v e la t io n .  G od's re v e a le d n e ss  makes i t  [ r e v e la t io n ]  a 
r e la t io n s h ip  between God and man, th e  e f f e c t iv e  m eeting betw een G6d and man"(CD, 
1 /1 , p .3 8 1 ). But we must b ea r in  mind th a t  i t  i s  G od's own re v e a le d n e ss ; i t  
cannot be a re v e a le d n e ss  which i s  g iv e n  to  u s . T h ere fo re , even i n  t h i s  
h i s t o r i c a l  re v e a le d n e ss  God i s  f r e e .  What does B arth  mean by ' t h e  h i s t o r i c a l
1. Cf. CD, I I / 1, p .275: "T hat He i s  God ----  th e  Godhead o f  God —-
c o n s is ts  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  He lo v e s , and i t  i s  th e  e x p re s s io n  o f H is lo v in g  
th a t  he seeks and c r e a te s  fe llo w sh ip  w ith  u s ." ;  CD, I I / 1 ,  p .283: "'G od
i s ’ means 'God l o v e s . ' " ;  CD, IV /2 , p .755: "The s ta te m e n ts  "God i s "  and 
"God lo v e s"  a r e  synonymous."
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re v e a le d n e s s '?  B arth  s t a t e s :
"G od 's power to  do what th e  B ib l ic a l  w itn e sse s  a s c r ib e  to  Him, not only to  
assume form [ e . g . ,  C h r i s t ] ,  no t only to  rem ain f r e e  in  t h i s  form , b u t in  
t h i s  form and t h i s  freedom  o f H is to  become th e  God o f such and such men, 
E te rn i ty  in  a m o m en t,,th is  i s  th e  th i r d  sense  i n  which He i s  Lord i n  His
r e v e la t io n .  We speak o f r e v e la t io n  o u ts id e  th e  B ib le  as  w e ll ,  and th e re
i s  no rea so n  fo r  d e s c r ib in g  th a t  as a b s o lu te ly  i m p o s s i b l e . . .  God re v e a ls
H im self as th e  S p i r i t . . . "(CD, 1 /1 , p .3 8 1 ).
Hence, th e  h i s t o r i c a l  re v e a le d n e ss  i s  th e  Holy S p i r i t .  T h e re fo re , i n  r e v e la t io n
th e re  i s  th e  t r iu n e  God, God th e  F a th e r  (R e v e a le r) , God th e  S o n (R e v e la tio n ) , and
God th e  S p ir i t (R e v e a le d n e s s ) . Thus r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  God h im se lf .  The
c o n c re te  form which makes t h i s  f a c t  c le a r  i s  In c a rn a t io n . And th e  one who
became a man i s  God th e  Son. So r e v e la t io n  i s  "jgai. lo o u e n tis  persona" ( th e
p erso n  o f God sp e a k in g ) . (CD, 1 /1 , p .34 9 ).
Now l e t  us co n s id e r  th e  r e l a t i o n ,  fo r  B a rth , o f  th e  T r in i ty  and th e
In c a rn a t io n  based on t h i s  d is c u s s io n  o f B a r th 's  t r i n i t a r i a n  u n d ers tan d in g  o f
r e v e la t io n .  We have touched on t h i s  problem  a lre a d y  in  pur d is c u s s io n  o f
B a r th 's  t r i n i t a r i a n  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n .  But our s p e c ia l  concern  h e re
i s  th e  q u e s tio n  o f w hether, fo r  B a rth , th e re  i s  not a n ecessa ry  r e l a t i o n  between
th e  T r in i ty  and th e  In c a rn a t io n . I f  we a cc ep t B a r th 's  e x p re s s io n  o f t h i s
problem  a t  fa c e  v a lu e , th e n  we must answer t h i s  q u e s t io n  n e g a tiv e ly . The
In c a rn a t io n , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , took  p la c e  in  th e  d iv in e  freedom .(C f. CD, 1 /2 ,
pp. 135-137). C h r is t  i s  th e  s u b je c t  who a c t s .  And th e re  i s  no n e c e s s ity  which
makes i t  [ In c a rn a t io n ]  ta k e  p la c e . B arth  says:
" I t s  prim ary im portance i s  to  d e s c r ib e  an a c t  of God w hich, as i t  i s  
f r e e ly  re so lv e d  from e t e r n i ty ,  i s  a ls o  f r e e ly  execu ted  i n  tim e. God d id
no t owe i t  to  man. He d id  no t owe i t  even to  th e  man J e s u s .  He d id  not
owe i t  e i th e r  in  H is e te r n a l  coun se l or in  i t s  e x e c u tio n . He d id  hot owe 
i t  even to  H im self to  an in n e r  d i a l e c t i c  o f His Godhead. Both in  e t e r n i ty  
and i n  tim e i t  was th e  a c t  o f His d iv in e  power and mercy as i t  i s  founded 
only  in ,H is  freedom , i n  H is f r e e  lo v e  to  th e  w orld . Qnly in  v i r t u e  o f H is 
f r e e  d e c is io n  d id  i t  ta k e  p la ce  th a t  as t ru e  God He w ille d  to  be and 
became and i s  t r u e  man as w e ll . . . .  I t  has no b a s is  o r p o s s i b i l i t y ,  and 
c e r t a in ly  no n e c e s s i ty ,  a p a r t  from H is g ra c io u s  good-p leasure"(C D , IV /2, 
P .4 1 ) .
-y
-V i '
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According to  t h i s  q u o ta tio n , th e re  i s  no n e c e ss ity  fo r  th e  In c a rn a t io n  ex cep t 
G od's g ra c io u s  g o o d -p le a su re , G od's f r e e  lo v e , and H is f r e e  d e c is io n . And even 
a f t e r  th e  even t of th e  In c a rn a t io n , as  we have seen , God i s  f r e e  to  re v e a l 
H im self .o r  not to  re v e a l Himself^ That i s  to  say , G od's p resence i s  always 
G od 's d e c is io n  to  be present(C D , 1 /1 , p .3 6 9 ). Hence, th e re  a re  some s c h o la r s  
who a f f irm  th a t  acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e re  i s  no n e c e s s ity  fo r  th e  
In c a rn a t io n . [ 1 ]
, However, we have to  c o n s id e r  some problem s a t  t h i s  p o in t .  I s  i t  p o s s ib le  
th a t  God i s  no t th e  "G od -fo r-u s"?  I s  th e re  any p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  God would no t 
r e v e a l  H im self as "G o d-fo r-u s"  o r , as  God i n  a c t?  I f  we can f in d  any 
a f f i rm a t iv e  answer i n  B a r th 's  w r i t in g s ,  th e n  we must say th a t  fo r  B arth  th e re  i s  
no n ecessary  r e l a t i o n  between th e  T r in i ty  and th e  In c a rn a t io n . However, i f  we 
canno t f in d  any a f f i rm a tiv e  answ er in  B a r th 's  w r i t in g s ,  we have to  say th a t  fo r  
B arth  th e re  i s  a n ecessary  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  T r in i ty  and th e  In c a rn a t io n . 
Which i s  B a r th 's  p o s itio n ?
What i s  in t e r e s t in g  h e re  i s  th a t  B arth  always eq u a tes  C h r is t  w ith  th e  Son 
o f God in  th e  sense  o f God th e  Son ( o r ,  th e  Word o f  G od),[2 ] For exam ple, B arth  
say s  as  fo llo w s : "As t h i s  Word, which God H im self th in k s  o r speaks e t e r n a l ly  by
H im self, th e  c o n te n t o f  w hich, th e re f o r e ,  can be naught o th e r  th an  God H im self 
— Je su s  C h r is t ,  as th e  second mode o f G od 's e x is te n c e  i n  God Himself"(CD, 1 /1 , 
p .4 9 9 ). And ag a in : "He [C h r is t ]  i s  G od's Word, G od's d ec ree  and G od's
1. Cf. e s p e c ia l ly  John Thompson,o p . c i t , p p .2 5 ff .
2 . For B a rth , " th e  Word o f God" and " th e  Son o f God" a re  
in te rc h a n g e a b le  names which have no d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  (C f .CD 1 /1 , p .155, 
1 /2 , p . 13, IV /2, p p .9 5 ,9 7 ,1 0 1 ) , i n  c o n t r a s t  to  th e  fo llo w in g  o b s e rv a tio n  
o f  B a lth a s a r :  ' ' I t  becomes c l e a r  th a t  G od 's Word i s  not th e  most
com prehensive d e s ig n a t io n  fo r  th e  n a tu re  and c o n te n t o f r e v e la t io n .  Word 
i s  only  one d e s ig n a t io n  fo r  th e  Son, and i t  i s  th e  Son H im self in  whom God 
has chosen to  b ind  a l l  th in g s  to g e th e r  in  heaven and on e a r t h . " ( o p . c i t . . . 
p . 100). C harles W aldrop a ls o  a rgues t h a t  fo r  B a rth , th e re  i s  no 
d if f e re n c e  betw een th e se  names. S e e ,K arl B a r th 's  C h r is to lo g v , 
p p .4 0 -4 1 ,141-145 ,217 . n .5 6 .
'- I
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beginning"(C D , I 1 /2 , p .9 5 ). B arth  does not d i f f e r e n t i a t e  betw een th e  'L o g o s '
and C h r i s t . (C f. CD, I 1 /2 , p p .9 5 -9 9 ). The second p e rso n  of th e  T r in i ty  i s
alw ays th e  Logos e n s a rk o s ; th e re  i s  no moment (even  i n  e t e r n i ty )  in  which God
th e  Son i s  th e  Logos a s a rk o s .F l l  B arth  asks as fo llo w s:
" In  r e s p e c t  o f th e  whole a t t i t u d e  and being  o f God ad. e x t r a ,  i n  His
r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  th e  o rd e r c re a te d  by Him, can th e re  be arxything h ig h e r
o r more d i s t i n c t i v e  and e s s e n t i a l  i n  God th a n  H is e le c tin g ?  Must we no t 
say th a t  i n  His c o n f ro n ta tio n  o f th e  c r e a tu r e ,  in  H is r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  
ev e ry th in g  which i s  o u ts id e  H im self, God i s  God a b s o lu te ly  i n  th e  f a c t  
th a t  from a l l  e t e r n i ty  He e l e c t s .  He d ec id es  one way o r th e  o th e r 
concern ing  th e  being  and n a tu re  o f th e  c re a tu re  (w ith  a l l  t h a t  t h i s
in v o lv e s )?  And i f  so , how a re  we to  d is t in g u is h  G od 's e le c t in g  from His
Word and d ecree  in  th e  beg inn ing? Are we not fo rc e d  to  say th a t  th e  
e le c t in g  c o n s is ts  i n  t h i s  Word and d ec ree  i n  th e  b eg in n in g ; and
c o n v e rse ly , th a t  t h i s  Word and d ec re e  in  th e  beg inn ing  a re  G od 's e l e c t in g .  
H is f r e e ,  s u b je c t iv e  s e l f -d e te rm in a t io n ,  th e  p rim al a c t  o f lo rd s h ip  over 
ev e ry th in g  e l s e ,  in d e p en d en tly  o f a l l  outward c o n s t r a in t ,  c o n d itio n in g  o r 
com pulsion? And i f  we ag ree  i n  t h i s  w ith  th e  exponents o f th e
c o n s tru c t io n  r e f e r r e d  to ,  we must ask  f u r th e r  w hether we can ag ree  in  
say in g  th a t  G od 's Word and d ec re e  in  th e  beg inn ing  c o n s is ts  in  th e  f a c t  
th a t  He has assumed and b e a rs  th e  name of Jesu s  C h r is t ,  t h a t  t h i s  name 
i t s e l f  i s  G od's Word and d ec re e  in  th e  beginning"(C D , I I / 2 ,  p . 100).
On th e  b a s is  o f t h i s  q u o ta t io n , we must ask  o f B arth : I f  t h a t  i s  th e  c a s e , i s
th e re  no d if f e re n c e  between th e  g e n e ra tio n  o f th e  Son o f God from God th e  F a th e r
and G od 's e le c t io n ?  What i s  B a r th 's  answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n ?  To f in d  B a r th 's
answ er, i t  w i l l  be good to  lo o k  a t  B a r th 's  e x eg e s is  o f John 1 : 1 -2 .[4 ]
" In  th e  beg inn ing  was th e  W o rd ." ---- According to  B a r th , th e  meaning o f
th i s  ph rase  i s  t h a t  th e  Word as such i s  b e fo re  and above a l l  c re a te d  r e a l i t i e s ;  
i t  s ta n d s  com plete ly  o u ts id e  th e  s e r i e s  o f c re a te d  th in g s ;  i t  p reced es  a l l  
being  and a l l  tim e.
3 . Cf. CD I I I / 1 ,  p .54 , IV /1, p p .5 2 f . ,6 6 . See a lso  K arl B a r th 's
Table T a lk , p .49: " In  th e  e te r n a l  d ec ree  o f God, C h r is t  i s  God and man.
Do not ever th in k  o f th e  second p e rso n  o f th e  T r in i ty  as only  Logos. That 
i s  th e  m istake  o f Emil B ru n n er."  For a d is c u s s io n  of, t h i s  problem , see  
C harles  W aldrop .K arl B a r th 's  C h r is to lo g y , p p .4 6 -4 8 ,9 1 .
4 . Cf. CD, I I / 2 , p p .9 5 -9 9 ;1 /1 ; p p .484-512. T .H .P ark er, i n  h i s  essay  
in  S tu d ie s  in  th e  F o u rth  Gospe l ,  ed . F .L .C ross  (London: Mowbray, 1957), 
shows th e  e x te n t to  which th e  Johannine w r it in g s  have shaped B a r th 's  
m ature theo lo g y .
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" I t  i s  l i k e  God .H im se lf ." —— To e x p la in  t h i s  p h ra se , B arth  q u o tes  one 
passage from an o ld  c ree d ; "There was no tim e when i t  was not."(C D , I I / 2,
p .9 5 ) . A ccording to  B a r th 's  e x p la n a tio n  o f t h i s  passage; "T his Word was in  th e
beg inn ing  and a t  th e  b eg inn ing  o f a l l  t h a t  which being  c re a te d  by Him, i s  
d i s t i n c t  from God"(I b i d . , p .9 5 ).
"And th e  Word was w ith  God." -- -T h e  p ro s , says B a r th , must be u n d erstood
q u ite  p la in ly  and sim ply to  mean th i s ;  That He could  be i n  th e  beg inn ing  who 
was w ith  God, who i s  beyond a l l  c re a te d  r e a l i t y ,  because He belongs to  God, 
because H is being  i s  as  th e  being  o f God H im self.
"And th e  Word was God." - — B arth  speaks o f t h i s  p h rase  as fo llo w s : The
Word was i t s e l f  God; i t  p a r t i c ip a te d  a b s o lu te ly  in  th e  d iv in e  mode o f b e in g , i n  
th e  d iv in e  being  i t s e l f .  Hence B arth  t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage as th e  
te a c h in g  o f  homoousion. A fte r  f in i s h in g  h is  e x e g e s is  o f  t h i s  p assag e , B arth  
a sk s : "But,who or what i s  th e  Word whose p re d ic a t iv e  a re  d e c la re d  in  Jn . 1 :1?"
" In  J n ,1:1 th e  r e fe re n c e  i s  very  c le a r :  Jia lo g o s  i s  : unm istakab ly
s u b s t i tu te d  fo r  J e s u s ,"  This i s  B a r th 's  answer to  h is  own q u e s tio n . In  th e
l a s t  a n a ly s is ,  what B arth  t r i e s  to  say i s  th a t  th e  Word i s  th e  monogenes th e o s ,
who was in  th e  bosom of th e  F a th e r ;  and as such th e  Word has made known to  us
th e  unknown God. At th e  end o f  t h i s  e x e g e s is , B arth  concludes: "Over a g a in s t
a l l  t h a t  i s  r e a l ly  o u ts id e  God, Jesu s  C h r is t  i s  th e  e te r n a l  w i l l  o f God, th e  
e t e r n a l  d e c re e  o f Gdd and th e  e te r n a l  beg inn ing  o f God"(CD, I I / 2 ,  p .9 9 ).
Two in t e r p r e ta t io n s  o f t h i s  passage a re  p o s s ib le .  The f i r s t  one i s  th a t
God th e  Son became th e  d ec re e  o f God, when God s t a r t e d  to  a c t  ad e x t r a . B arth
su g g e s ts  th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f such an in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  fo r  he em phasizes th e  
d if f e r e n c e  between G od 's a c t  sA . i n t r a  and G od 's a c t  M  ex .tra . However, i t  i s  
im p o ss ib le , i t  seems to  me, to  i n t e r p r e t  B arth  say ing  th a t  th e re  i s  a tem poral
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d if f e re n c e  between th e se  two a c t s  o f God, This /p o in t  i s  c l e a r e r  when we 
co n s id e r  th e  second i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  which I  s h a l l  t r y  to  defend h e re .
The second in t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  t h a t  fo r  B a rth , God th e  Son i s  a lre a d y  G od's 
th in k in g  and G od 's speak ing  even i n  God H im self. I f  God th in k s  som ething, o r i f  
God i s  th e  th in k in g  God, th e n  He i s  a lre a d y  th e  t r iu n e  God. T h e re fo re , th e  
i n n e r - l i f e  o f th e  T r in i ty  must be exp ressed  ou tw ard ly , fo r  He has a lre a d y  
though t som ething, and G od 's th in k in g  i s  no th ing  b u t J e su s  C h r is t ,  That i s  to  
say , i f  God e x i s t s  as th e  t r iu n e  God, th e  In c a rn a t io n  becomes a n ece ssa ry  one, 
fo r  G od 's th in k in g , th e  second mode o f G od's b e in g , i s  th e  lo g o s  en sark o s from 
e t e r n i ty .
T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  th e  second in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  fo r  B arth  th e re  i s  no
d if f e r e n c e  between th e  e te r n a l  g e n e ra tio n  o f God th e  Son from God th e  F a th e r  and
G od's e l e c t i o n . [1 ] For B arth  always eq u a te s  th e  Son (monogenes th eos) to  Je su s
C h r is t  who i s  th e  d ec re e  o f God(and th e re fo re  th e  e l e c t io n  o f  G od).[2 ] T his
e q u a tio n  ap pears  not only i n  t h i s  p a r t  of th e  Church D ogm atics. We can f in d
t h i s  e q u a tio n  th roughou t a l l  o f  B a r th 's  l a t e r  th eo lo g y . For exam ple, in  th e
f i r s t  volume o f th e  Church D ogm atics. B arth  c a l l s  Je su s  C h r is t  th e  "Son o f God"
or th e  "Word o f God," when he d is c u s s e s  th e  second person  o f th e  T r in i ty :
"Who i s  th e  Son o f God? We have heard  th e  p re lim in a ry  answ er: Je su s
C h r is t  . . . .  i s  th e  Son o f God who has come to  us o r  as th e  Word o f God
spoken to  us . . . .H e  does no t f i r s t  become G od's Son and Word in  th e  ev en t
o f r e v e la t io n  . . . .  Je su s  C h r is t ,  th e  Son o f God, i s  God H im self, a s  God 
h is  F a th e r  i s  God Him self"(CD , 1 /1 , p .474).
What i s  im p o rtan t a t  t h i s  p o in t i s  t h a t  B arth  does not say th a t  th e  Son o f God
1 . Cf. K arl B a r th 's  T able T alk , p .52: "From e t e r n i ty  th e  Son (a s
God and man) e x i s t s  i n  God." See a lso  CD IV /2, p .94.
2 . .For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th is ^  problem , see  C harles
T .W aldrop,K acl B a r t i i 's  C h r is to lo g v . p p .9 3 f . : "The Son o f God, Jesu s
C h r is t ,  i s  th e  a c t  o f God, th e  f i r s t  p roduct of God which i s  a t  th e  same 
tim e f u l ly  id e n t i c a l  w ith  God . . . .  H is [G od 's] l i f e  i s  th e  a c t  by which
he knows and lo v e s  h im se lf  as F a th e r ,  Son and Holy S p i r i t ;  i t  is . h is  a c t
i n  C h r is t ."  ;
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as  suoh becomes th e  Word o f  God o r C h r is t  i n  e t e r n i ty .  On th e  c o n tra ry , th e  Son 
o f God i a  th e  Word o f  Go<i, and Hé i s  Je su s  C h r is t  in  e t e r n i t y . [  1 ]
The Word i s  spoken by God th e  F a th e r ,  no t made; T h e re fo re , th e  Word i s  th e
e te r n a l  Word o f th e  F a th e r  who speaks from a l l  e t e r n i ty  o r th e  e te r n a l  though t
o f th e  F a th e r  who th in k s  from a l l  e t e r n i ty .  The Word i s  th e  one in  which God
th in k s  H im self o r ex p re sse s  H im self by H im self.
"As t h i s  Word, which God H im self th in k s  o r speaks e t e r n a l ly  by H im self,
th é  c o n te n t o f w hich, th e r e f o r e ,  can be naught o th e r  than  God H im self 
- — Je su s  C h r is t ,  a s  th e  second mode o f G od 's e x is te n c e ,  i s  God
Himself"(CD, 1 /1 , p .4 9 9 ) .
Then, i n  so f a r  as Je su s  C h r is t  i s  th e  Word o f God, th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e
between G od 's d e c is io n  (and G od 's e le c t io n )  and th e  e te r n a l  g e n e ra tio n  o f th e
Son o f God.[2 ]
For Je su s  C h r is t ,  as th e  Word o f God, i s  " th e  e te r n a l  w i l l  o f God, th e
e te r n a l  d ecree  o f God, and th e  e te r n a l  beg inn ing  o f G o d " (C D ,II /2 , p .9 9 ) . For 
B a rth , th e re  i s  no moment in  which th e  Son o f God i s  not J e su s  C h r i s t . [3 ] G od's 
being  as a c t  or G od 's being  as th é  T r in i ty  im p lie s  th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  Word o f 
God or J e su s  C h r is t ,  Hence, th e r e  i s  no moment even i n  e t e r n i ty  ( i f  we can 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between th e  moments i n  e t e r n i ty )  in  which th e re  was no e l e c t i o n  in  
Je su s  C h r is t ,  I t  i s  no t th e  case  th a t  f i r s t  o f a l l  God th e  Son i s ,  and th e n
th e re  i s  th e  e l e c t io n  o f  God. Of c o u rse , th e  e l e c t io n  o f God i s  no t a t  th e
beg inn ing  o f God, fo r  God has indeed  no beg in n in g . But i f  th e re  i s  no moment in
which God i s  not th e  t r iu n e  God, th e re  can be no moment i n  which th e re  i s  no
1. C f.R .D .W illiam SfO P .c i t . . p .177: "The p la ce  o f C h r is t  b e fo re  th e  
F a th e r , i s  no t an a f te r - th o u g h t  in  th e  being  o f God, b u t e t e r n a l ly  in  th e  
id e n t i t y  o f God."
2 . Cf. "He [God] i s  e t e r n a l ly  l i a b l e  to  e l e c t ,  ten d in g  o r in te n d in g
to  e l e c t  . . . .  E te rn a lly  and i n  h im se lf  he m eets and c o n ta in s  and 
overcomes th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f n eg a tio n .''(JM ii» ., p . l8 0 ) .
3 . C f.C D ,II /2 , p . 121: "G od 's f i r s t  though t and d ec ree  c o n s is ts  in
th e  f a c t  th a t  in  H is Son He makes th e  being o f  t h i s  o th e r  H is own b e in g ,
th a t  He a llow s th e  Son o f Man Je su s  to  be c a l le d  and a c tu a l ly  to  be His
own Son."
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e le c t io n  o f God. F or, th e  second mode o f G od's being  i s  G od 's though t and G od 's 
e l e c t io n .  For B a rth , to  say th a t  th e re  i s  th e  e l e c t io n  o r th e  cho ice  o f God i s  
i d e n t i c a l  w ith  say ing  th a t  th e re  i s  J e su s  C h r is t ,  th e  Son o f God, and th e  Word 
o f God.[13
The sphere  in  which G od 's e l e c t io n  i s ,  i s  th e  ''sp h e re  where God i s  w ith  
H im self, th e  sp h ere  o f H is f r e e  w i l l  and p le a su re . And th i s  sp h ere  i s  His 
e t e r n i t y ,  which g iv e s  to  th e  w orld and tim e and a l l  t h a t  i s  i n  them t h e i r  
o r ig in ,  t h e i r  d i r e c t io n  and t h e i r  destiny"(C D , I I / 2 ,  p .2 0 0 ) .[2 ]  In  t h i s  sen se , 
B arth  ho lds a S u p ra la p sa r ia n  p o s i t io n .  For B arth  sees  th e  e l e c t io n  o f God only 
in  Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  God th e  Son. T h e re fo re , fo r  B a rth , e l e c t io n  i s  c lo s e ly  
r e l a t e d  to  th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f th e  t r iu n e  God. As H artw e ll p o in ts  o u t, acco rd in g  
to  B a rth , " th e  C h r is t ia n  God i s  t h i s  God [ th e  E le c tin g  God] o r  He i s  no t God a t  
a l l . " [3 ]
What ab o u t, th e n , th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  i n n e r - l i f e  
o f  th e  t r iu n e  God? As we have seen , B arth  em phasizes th a t  th e  in c a rn a t io n  i s  an 
a c t  o f f r e e  g race  o f God. But we have to  r e a l i z e  th a t  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  th e  
f u l f i lm e n t  o f G od's d e c is io n  and G od 's e le c t io n .  A ccording to  B a rth , th e  only 
b a s is  or ground o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  G od 's d ecree  which God H im self re s o lv e s  in  
e t e r n i ty .  M oreover, G od's d ec ree  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from th e  e x is te n c e  of th e  Son 
o f  God, and th e re fo re  i t  i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f God.[4 ] Of
1. Cf. Juergen  M oltm ann.The T r in i ty  and th e  Kingdom £f. God: ih e
D o c trin e  jQf. iSïld., t r a n s .  M argaret Kohl (London: SCM, 1981), p . 143:
" B a r th 's  ph rase  about "God i n  C h r is t"  can i n  t r i n i t a r i a n  term s only  mean: 
th e  F a th e r  in  th e  Son. But i n  th e  r e f l e c t i o n  lo g ic  o f  th e  a b so lu te  
s u b je c t ,  th e  Son i s  n o th ing  o th e r  than  th e  s e l f  o f th e  d iv in e  " I " ,  th e  
c o u n te rp a r t ,  th e  o th e r ,  i n  whom God con tem p la tes  H im self, f in d s  H im self, 
becomes consc ious o f H im self and m a n ife s ts  h im s e lf ."
2 . In  t h i s  sen se , we can say , as  G.CiBerkouwer does, a s  fo llo w s : 
"H is [ B a r th 's ]  co n c e p tio n  le a v e s  th e  im p ress io n  th a t  e v e ry th in g  has 
a lre a d y  been done, a l l  th e  d e c is io n s  have been ta k en , so  th a t  one can 
h a rd ly  say th a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a l l  and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  a re  
a t  i s s u e ,  b u t only . . . .  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f th e  d e f in i t e  Yes o f G od's 
G ra c e ." ( o p . c i t . . p ,2 5 0 ) .
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c o u rse , B arth  says th a t  the  In c a rn a t io n  r e s t s  on th e  freedom of God; i t  i s  an
a c t  o f f r e e  g ra c e . The only  m otive fo r  t h i s  even t i s  G od's lo v e , G od's own
g o o d -p le a su re . But we must c o n s id e r  th e  problem of w hether God could  do
o th e rw ise  in  th e  theo logy  of: B a rth . I  want to  quo te  one passage from B a r th 's
d is c u s s io n  o f  t h i s  problem :
" I t  [ in c a rn a t io n ]  i s  H is f r e e  d e c is io n  and a c t  to  be "God our ,S av iour"  and 
th é  F rien d  o f  man. But in  t h i s  d e c is io n  and a c t ,  i n  t h i s
s e l f -d e te rm in a t io n  to  be our Sav iour and F rie n d , we have àn  e te r n a l
p re s u p p o s itio n  o f His c r e a t iv e  work and th e re fo re  o f a l l  c r e a tu r e s .  The 
One who came w ith  th e  In c a rn a t io n  o f H is Word could  hot be o th e r  th an  He 
was. In  His m a jesty  and freedom  God w il le d  from a l l  e t e r n i ty  to  be fo r  
men "God our S a v io u r ."  The covenant f u l f i l l e d  in  tim e i s  a covenant 
re so lv e d  and e s ta b l is h e d  i n  God H im self b e fo re  a l l  tim e. There was no 
tim e when God was no t th e  C o v en an t-p artn er o f man. What appeared , 
th e re fo re ,  in  th e  epiphany o f  th e  man Je su s  was no t an a c c id e n ta l  manner 
o r d i s p o s i t io n  o f t h i s  man, a m oral d is p o s i t io n  o f t h i s  c r e a tu r e ,  b u t/  th e  
x r e s to t e s Ckindness) o f  th e  C re a to r , which i s  id e n t i c a l  w ith  His
P h i la n th ro p ia ( lo v e ) . T his i s  th e  in n e r  n e c e ss ity  w ith  which Je su s  i s  a t
one and th e  same tim e both  fo r  God and fo r  man"(CD, I I I / 2 , p .2 1 8 ).
Does t h i s  q u o ta tio n  mean th a t  the  only rea so n  fo r  In c a rn a t io n  i s  G od 's f r e e
love? Yes. Why not? B ut we must remember th e  c h a ra c te r  o f th e  in n e r  l i f e  of
th e  t r iu n e  God. To be s u re ,  God i s  One i n  H im self. But He i s  no t a lo n e . There
i s  in  Him a c o -e x is te n c e , co -in h e ren ce  and r e c ip r o c i ty ,  a s  we have seen . God i s
only  as God th e  F a th e r ,  th e  Son, and th e  Holy S p i r i t .  God in  H im self i s  not
only s im p le , bu t in  th e  s im p l ic i ty  o f H is e ssen ce . He i s  th r e e fo ld .  He p o s i t s
H im self, i s  p o s ite d  H im self, and con firm s H im self. Or, He i s  in  H im self th e  One
who lo v e s  e t e r n a l ly ,  th e  One who i s  e te r n a l ly  loved , and e te r n a l  lo v e . T h is i s
th e  r e la t io n s h ip  in  th e  in n e r  l i f e  o f th e  t r iu n e  God. Yet th e  One who i s
p o s ite d  by H im self in  th e  in n e r  d iv in e  being  i s  none o th e r  th an  th e  Word o f God,
th e  d ec ree  o f God. B arth  does no t know a God who has no Word; God i n  H im self
i s  th e  One who sp eak s, th e  One who i s  spoken (W ord), and th e  One who i s  th e
3 . H erb ert H a r tw e ll ,o p . c i t . . p . 105.
4 . CD, I I / 2 ,  p .76: " . . .  i n  H im self, i n  th e  p rim al and b a s ic
d e c is io n  in  which He w i l l s  to  be and a c tu a l ly  i s  God . . . .  God i s  none 
o th e r  th an  th e  One who i s  i n  H is Son o r Word e l e c t s  H im self, and i n  and 
w ith  H im self e l e c t s  H is p e o p le ."
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spokenness. And, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  r e v e la t io n  which i s  in tro d u c e d  by th e
In c a rn a t io n  i s  th e  r e i t e r a t i o n  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  which i s  i n  th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f th e
t r iu n e  God. "God re p e a ts  i n  t h i s  r e la t io n s h ip  ad e x t r a . " says B a rth , "a
r e la t io n s h ip  p ro p er to  h im se lf  in  H is in n e r  d iv in e  e ssen ce ; E n te rin g  in t o  th i s
r e la t io n s h ip .  He makeS a  copv o f H im self. Even in  h is  in n e r  d iv in e  being  th e re
i s  t h i s  re la tio n sh ip " (C D , I I I / 2 ,  p .2 1 8 ). Rosato summarizes B a r th 's  argum ent as
fo llo w s: ;
"As th e  F a th e r  i s  r e l a t e d  from e te r n i ty  to  th e  Son through th e  S p i r i t ,  so 
He i s  r e l a t e d  i n  th e  co u rse  o f tim e to  man through th e  S p i r i t ,  T his 
co rrespondence i s  most p e r f e c t ly  r e f le c te d  i n  th e  man Je su s  i n  whom th e  
in n e r  d iv in e  r e la t io n s h ip  o f th e  F a th e r  and th e  Son through th e  S p i r i t  
r e a l i z e s  a m a tch le ss  copy o f i t s e l f  in  th e  c r e a tu r e ly  w orld . The prim ary 
in s ta n c e  o f th e  a n a lo g ia  r e l a t i o n i s . and th e r e f o r e ,  o f th e  imago D ei, i s  
fo r  B arth  th e  c h r i s to lo g ic a l  one, i n  which th e  un ion  o f th e  F a th e r  and th e  
Son becomes a tem poral r e a l i t y  in  th e  man J e s u s . " [1 ]
Now we can ask  one q u e s tio n : I s  th e re  no n ecessary  r e l a t i o n  between th e  in n e r
l i f e  of th e  t r iu n e  God and th e  In c a rn a tio n ?  I s  th e re  any. p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  God
does not r e p e a t th e  r e l a t i o n  w hich He i s  in  H im self? Even though B arth
sometimes says th a t  th e re  a re  o th e r  p o s s i b i l i t y [ 2 ] , we does not answer t h i s
q u e s tio n  a f f i r m a t iv e ly .  For even though B arth  speaks o f G od's freedom , G od's
freedom  i s  th a t  which i s  in  H is a c t  o f In c a rn a t io n .[33 God h im se lf  i s  th e  One
who a c t s .  Of co u rse , G od's a c t  i s  th e  a c t  o f lo v in g  and th e  a c t  of freedom .
However, He must a c t ,  i f  He i s  God. There i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  God should,, not
a c t .  B arth  says:
" In  th e  same freedom  and lo v e  in  which God i s  no t a lo n e  in  H im self b u t i s
th e  e te r n a l  b e g e t te r  o f th e  Son, who i s  th e  e t e r n a l ly  b e g o tte n  o f th e
F a th e r ,  He a ls o  tu rn s  as  C re a to r  ad e x t r a  in  o rd e r th a t  a b s o lu te ly  and 
outw ardly  He may not be a lo n e  bu t th e  One who lo v e s  i n  freedom . In  o th e r  
w ords, as God in  H im self i s  n e i th e r  deaf nor dumb b u t speaks and h e a rs  His 
Word from a l l  e t e r n i ty ,  so o u ts id e  His e t e r n i ty  He does no t w ish to  be
1. P h i l ip  J .R o s a to ,O P . c i t . , p . 102.
2 . Cf. e . g . ,  CD 1 /1 , p .4 5 0 , I I / 2 ,  p p .10, 166, 17/2 p .346.
3 . Cf. CD I I / 1 ,  p .320 : " . . . .  th e  freedom  o f God . . . .  c o n s is ts  in
H is Son Je su s  C h r is t ."  For a  s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  problem , see  
Moltmann, The T r in i ty  and th e  Kingdom sA i God, p p .5 3 f. : "Where h i s  s e l f ,
h is  t r u th  and goodness i s  concerned , God by no means has th e  cho ice  
between m u tually  e x c lu s iv e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s .  For he cannot deny h im se lf ."
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p w ith o u t h ea rin g  o r echo, th a t  i s ,  w ith o u t th e  e a r s  and v o ic e s  o f th e
I c r e a tu r e .  The e te r n a l  fe llo w sh ip  between F a th e r  and Son,^ o r betw een God
and H is Word th u s  f in d s  a co rrespondence in  th e  very  d i f f e r e n t  b u t no t' 
d i s s im i la r  fe llo w sh ip  between God and H is c r è a tu r e " ( C D ,I I I /1 ,  p .5 0 ) .
Of c o u rse , th e  r e l a t i o n  which i s  in  God H im self and th e  r e l a t i o n  between God and
man which i s  produced by th e  In c a rn a t io n  may be an a n a lo g ic a l n e c e s s i ty ,  as
Hendry p o in ts  o u t . [1 ] But t h i s  a n a lo g ic a l  n e c e s s ity  comes from G od 's being  as
a c t .  T h e re fo re , we must d isc o v e r  th e  neceSsary c o n n ec tio n  between G od 's in n e r
being  and th e  In c a rn a tio n . In  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s is ,  we cannot sa y / any th ing  e ls e
th a n  t h i s  about B a r th 's  p o s i t io n  on th e  r e l a t i o n  between G od 's being  i n  H im self
and G od 's being  f o r  u s . P erhaps, B a r th 's  b a s ic  in t e n t io n  can be found i n  th e
fo llo w in g  q u o ta tio n :
"The w orld cannot e x i s t  w ith o u t God, b u t i f  God w ere Jiot- Ic v e  l a s  such
in c o n c e iv a b le l) ,  He could e x i s t  yfitcy w ell .wl.tho.VLt .ths w o r ld ," [2 ]
T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , i f  God i s  God i n  a c t  which i s  th e  a c t  o f lo v in g ,
He must be in  fe llo w sh ip  betw een He H im self and th e  c re a tu re ;  He must re p e a t 
th e  r e l a t i o n  which He i s  i n  h im se lf .  There a re  some s tu d e n ts  o f B arth  who t ry  
to  i n t e r p r e t  B arth  i n  t h i s  way. I  want to  quo te  some p assages from th e i r  work:
" F in a l ly  i t  should  be remembered th a t  a l l  t h i s  [ e le c t io n ]  i s  fo r  B arth  p a r t  o f 
th e  d o c tr in e  o f God. I t  i s  t h i s  which makes God th e  s o r t  of God th a t  He i s .
God would a o l  be God w ith o u t th e  co v en an t, w ith o u t e le c t in g  man to  be His
covenant p a r tn e r .  T h e re fo re , B arth  sneaks o f th e  humanity o f God. When he does 
so , i t  i s  not in  any g e n e ra l ,  a l t r u i s t i c  sen se . B arth  does no t sim ply mean th a t  
God i s  concerned fo r  man, t h a t  He has m an 's b e s t  i n t e r e s t s  a t  h e a r t .  R ath er,
God has tak en  hum anity in to  a perm anent r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  h im se lf .  G od's
1/ Godness in c lu d e s  i n  i t s e l f  H is H um anity.[3 ] ^— :1. George S .H endry, "The Freedom o f God in  th e  Theology o f  K arl B a r th ,"  £iIl,XXXI (1978) , p .B 43f.2 . K arl B a rth , Credo, p .32 . See a lso  CD I I / 1, p .275.
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"Because i n  th e  even t of r e v e la t io n  God does t r u ly  d is c lo s e  h im se lf , we can say., 
th a t  G od 's being  i t s e l f  i s  a  self-m ovem ent toward th e  w o rld . Only God as such a 
s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n  makes r e v e la t io n  p o s s ib le .  Thus G od's be ing  ' as self-m ovem ent /  
r e q u ire s  a h is to r y .  R e v e la tio n  means th e  correspondence betw een th e  being  o f 
God and th e  h is to r y  o f  th e  d iv in e  l i f e . " [1 ]
"The argum ent i s  th a t  because God i s  in  f a c t  r e l a t e d  to  th e  w orld , and to  men in  
p a r t i c u l a r ,  th rough  th e  r e c o n c il in g  a c t i v i t y  o f Je su s  C h r is t ,  th e re  i s  an 
e te r n a l  (and so  in  a sense  neCessary) r e la te d n e s s  w ith in  th e  d iv in e  r e a l i t y . "
"The double movement, w ith in  th e  t r i n i t y  and ad e x t r a , which i s  y e t  one 
s in g le  movement, i s  w e ll ex p ressed  by Juengel a l s o ,  when he d is c u s s e s  i t  as 
G od's p rim al d e c i s io n ." [2 ]
T h e re fo re , i t  i s  no t an a r b i t r a r y  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f B arth  to  say th a t  fo r
B arth  th e re  i s  a  n ecessa ry  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f God H im self and
th e  In c a r n a t io n .[33 For c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f our argum ent, I  s h a l l  quo te  one passage
from E v an g e lic a l Théologv:
"G od 's b e in g , o r t r u th ,  i s  th e  ev en t o f h is  s e l f - d i s c lo s u r e ,  h is  ra d ia n c e  
as  th e  Lord o f a l l  lo r d s ,  th e  hallow ing  o f h is  name, th e  Coming o f  h is  / 
Kingdom, th e  f u l f i lm e n t  of h is  w i l l  i n  a l l  h is  work . . . .  J u s t  as  h i s  ; . • 
[G o d 's] oneness c o n s is ts  i n  th e  u n ity  o f h is  l i f e  as F ather., Son and Holy 
S p i r i t ,  so in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  r e a l i t y  d i s t i n c t  from him he i s  f r e e  de ju re  
and de f a c to  to  be th e  God o f  man.He e x i s t s  n e i th e r  next to  man nor m erely 
above him, bu t r a th e r  w ith  him, Jsy. him and, most im p o rtan t o f a l l ,  fo r  
h im ." [4 ]
That i s  to  say , G od's being  i t s e l f  i s  th e  even t o f becoming H im self ( th e  t r iu n e  
God) .— th e re fo re ,  t h i s  ev en t i s  th e  e te r n a l  e v e n t, fo r  th e re  was no moment in
1. 0 ' D onnell,T r in i ty  and T em pora lity ( Oxford: Oxford U n iv e rs ity
P re s s , 1983) ,  p p . .8 7 f .
2 . C o lin  E. G unton,O D . c i t . . p p .159, 168.
3 . C harles  T.W aldrop even a rg u es  th a t  fo r  B arth  " s in c e  r e v e la t io n  and 
r e c o n c i l i a t io n  occur w ith in  G od 's a c t  ad. i j i t c a ,  th e  n e c e s s i ty  and 
im portance o f G od 's a c t  a l  e x t r a  a re  brought in to  je o p a rd y " (K a r l B a r th ' s  
Christ.Ql.Qgy, p . 166) .
4 . K arl B a r th ,.E v an g e lic a l The.cl.cgy,,; Intr.o.<lycll<?.n, p p .9 , 10-11.
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which God i s  not th e  t r iu n e  God and t h i s  even t o f G od's becoming H im self
makes th e  even t o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  a n ecessa ry  ev en t. F o r, God i s  th e
'G o d -fo r-u s ' from e t e r n i ty .  In  t h i s  se n se , th e  fo llo w in g  passage  from Juengel
makes very  c le a r  what B a r th 's  p o s i t io n  i s .  ^
" B a r th 's  d o c tr in e  o f T r in i ty  a tte m p ts  to  fo rm u la te  th e  being  o f God a s  
e v e n t, i n  th a t  i t  fo rm u la te s  th e  being o f God as  d is t in g u is h e d  b e in g , as  
being  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  w ith in  i t s e l f  . . . .  The m utual r e l a t i o n s  o f th e  th re e  
d iv in e  modes o f  be ing  a re  to  be though t o f as th e  s e l f - r e l a te d n e s s  o f th e  
d iv in e  be in g . In  t h i s  s e l f - r e la te d n e S s  th e  being o f God makes p o s s ib le  
th e  s e l f - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f God [ r e v e l a t i o n ] . . . .  G o d 's -b e in g -fo r-u s  [God 
i n  H is r e v e la t io n ]  i s  j u s t  l i t t l e  f a re w e ll  to  H im self as i t  i s  G od 's 
c o r a in g - to - i t s e l f ." [ 1 ]
That i s  to  say , fo r  B arth  th e re  i s  no God who i s  no t 'G o d - fo r -u s . ' "God i s  who
He i s ,  not i n  a b s t r a c to  nor w ith o u t r e la t io n s h ip ,  b u t as God fo r  th e  world"(CD,
IV /3 , P . 7 6 2 ) .
The f a c t  th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  a n ecessa ry  even t i s  c l e a r e r  
when we co n s id e r  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  C re a tio n  of, th e  
w orld . T his p o in t i s  very  c l e a r  in  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  th eo lo g y , and th e re  a re  no 
d if f e r e n c e s  in  th e  views o f i n t e r p r e t e r s  o f B arth  on t h i s  problem . T h e re fo re , I  
s h a l l  . t r e a t  i t  very  b r i e f l y .  A ccording to  B a rth , i t  i s  no t p o s s ib le  to  say 
an y th in g  th a t  i s  m eaningful about th e  C re a tio n  o f th e  w orld o u ts id e  o f Je su s  
C h r is t .  Only in  Him can we u n d ers tan d  th e  C re a tio n , f o r  B arth  re g a rd s  C h r is t  as
th e  d ec re e  o f God who i s  i n  e t e r n i t y .  B efore th e  C re a tio n  o f th e  w orld th e re
1. E .J u e n g e l ,o D .c i t , p p ;3 0 , 101, , Cf. a ls o  J u e n g e l ' s own p o s i t io n ,  
which i s  based on B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  T r in i ty :  "The
s e l f - r e l a te d n e s s  o f th e  d e i ty  o f God ta k e s  p la ce  i n  an u n su rp a ssa b le  wqy 
i n  th e  very  s e l f - r e l a t e d n e s s  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  o f God. That i s  th e  
meaning o f t a lk  abou t th e  humanity o f God. I t  i s  no t a  second th in g  nex t 
to  th e  e te rn a l  God; b u t r a th e r  th e  even t of d e i ty  o f  God. For th a t  reaso n  
th e  economic T r in i ty  i s  th e  immanent T r in i ty  and v ic e  v e r s a ." ( E .J u e n g e l, 
God as th e  M ystery o f  th e  W orld, t r a n s .  D a r re l l  L, Guder (E dinburgh: T.
and T. C la rk , 1983), p .372. Of co u rse , J u e n g e l 's  s ta te m e n t a ls o  r e f l e c t s
K arl R ah n er 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  T r in i ty .  " C f.K arl R ahner, T r i a i t y . 
p p .2 0 ,2 4 ,2 8 ,3 2 ,3 3 ; T h eo lo g ica l I n v e s t ig a t io n s , IV. p . 9 6 . However, even 
though th e  economic T r in i ty ,  f o r  B a rth , cannot be d i r e c t l y  reg ard ed  as  th e  
immanent T r in i ty ,  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  T r in i ty  and th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s
a n ecessary  r e l a t i o n ,  a s  we have seen . .
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was Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  th e  d ec re e  o f God; b e fo re  th e  w orld was c re a te d , th e re  
a lre a d y  e x is te d  G od's d e c is io n  to  become in c a rn a te  fo r  th e  purpose o f 
com m unication w ith  man. T h e re fo re , i f  th e re  i s  th e  C re a tio n  o f  th e  w orld , th e re  
must be th e  In c a rn a t io n  o f  God. For th e  C re a tio n  o f th e  w orld , acco rd in g  to  
B a rth , i s  based on G od 's d ec re e  to  become in c a rn a te ,  to  have a r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  
man.
In  h is  d o c tr in e  o f C re a tio n , B arth  r e l a t e s  C re a tio n  and Covenant; C re a tio n  
i s  th e  e x te rn a l  b a s is  o f  G od 's covenant o f g race  and th e  covenant i s  th e  
i n t e r n a l  b a s is  o f C re a t io n .( Cf. CD, I I I / 1 ,  pp. 4 2 f f . ,  9 4 f f . ,  2 2 8 f f . ) .  And
th e  covenant i s  f u l f i l l e d  on ly  i n  J e su s  C h r is t  who i s  th e  in c a rn a te  one. Yet 
b e fo re  th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  C re a tio n  o f th e  w orld Je su s  C h r is t  e x is te d  as  th e  
t ru e  c o v e n a n t-p a r tn e r  w ith  God. In  f a c t .  He i s  G od's one t ru e  
c o v e n a n t-p a r tn e r .(C f. CD, I I / 2 ,  p p .lO ff ,  9 4 f f . ,  I I I / 1 ,  p p .4 2 f f . , IV /1, 
p p .5 2 f . ) .  F o r, as  H e rb e rt H artw e ll r i g h t ly  p o in ts  o u t, " th e  covenant i s  in  f a c t  
b u t th e  an o th e r a sp e c t o f  G od 's e l e c t i o n  o f g race  in  th a t  th e  l a t t e r  aims a t  th e  
e s ta b lish m e n t o f fe llo w sh ip  betw een God and man w ith in  th e  framework o f a 
covenan t and does so o r ig in a l ly  and b a s ic a l ly  in  Je su s  C h r i s t . " [1 ]  T h e re fo re , 
C re a tio n  i s  th e  background a g a in s t  which th e  even t o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n  can be 
d is c u s se d . God c re a te s  t h i s  w orld i n  o rd e r  to  have com m unication w ith  man in  
His In c a rn a t io n . Hence, b a s ic a l ly  th e  In c a rn a t io n  has no o r ig in a l  r e l a t i o n  to
m an 's s in .  And i f  man s in s ,  th e  In c a rn a t io n  ta k es  p la ce  in  s p i t e  o f m an 's s in
/ ■to  accom plish  G od 's o r ig in a l  w i l l .  B arth  say s; " In  d e l i^ v e r in g  and f u l f i l l i n g  
t h i s  f i r s t  and e t e r n a l  Word i n  s p i t e  o f m an's s in  and i t s  consequences a s  he 
would i n  f a c t  have d e l ie v e re d  and f u l f i l l e d  i t  q u i te  a p a r t  from human s in ,  s in  
i s  a ls o  met re fu te d  and removed"(CD, IV /1, p .4 8 ) . In  t h i s  se n se , th e  fo llo w in g  
p assage from B a lth a s a r  i s  no t f a r  from B a r th 's  p o s it io n ;
1. H erb ert H a rtw e ll , o p .c i t . . p .116.
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" I f  C h r is t  i s  th e  f i r s t  in  n a tu re ,  th e n  he i s  a ls o  th e  f i r s t  in  th e  realm
o f s in .  H is C ross i s  no t th e  r e s u l t  o f s in ,  b u t of h is  own e te r n a l
d e c is io n  to  empty h im se lf .  A ll s in  i s  framed w ith in  t h i s  d e c is io n  o f h i s ,  
and i t  becomes im p o ss ib le  to  pass  an u lt im a te  judgment on th e  s in n e r .  ' 
G od's g race  worked a b s o lu te ly  and i r r e s i s t i b l y , " [1 ]
T h ere fo re , we can conclude th a t  f o r  B arth  th e re  i s  a n ece ssa ry  r e l a t i o n  between
th e  C re a tio n  o f th e  w orld and th e  In c a r n a t io n .[2 ]
Up to  now, we have co n sid e re d  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n . We 
have found th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  In c a rn a t io n  im p lie s  th e  e x a l ta t io n  o f humanity in  
g e n e ra l;  th a t  B arth  see s  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n ; and 
th a t  fo r  B arth  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  reg a rd ed  as  a  n ecessa ry  ev en t in  r e l a t i o n  to  
th e  in n e r  l i f e  o f God H im self and e s p e c ia l ly  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  C re a tio n  o f th e  
w orld . These th re e  p o in ts  a re  th e  ones which B arth  and K ierkegaard  do no t have
in  common. Thus we can conclude: (1) Because o f B a r th 's  em phasis on th e
In c a rn a t io n , th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  seems to  be 
c lo s e r  to  th a t  o f K ierkegaard  th an  h i s  e a r l i e r  u n d e rs tan d in g . (2) N e v e rth e le s s ,
in  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s is ,  we f in d  a c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e r e n c e  betw een t h e i r
u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n .
1. Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r ,  o p . c i t . , p .200.
2 . For f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  of th e  lo g ic a l  and th e  n ecessa ry  r e l a t i o n  
betw een th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  c r e a t io n  o f  t h i s  w orld i n  B a r th 's  
th eo lo g y , se e  Dan L. Deegan, "The C h r is to lo g ic a l  D e te rm in a tio n  in  B a r th 's  j 
D o c trin e  o f C re a tio n , XIV (1 9 6 1 ), p p .119-135. *
In  t h i s  s e c t io n  we s h a l l  d is c u s s  a more fundam ental d if f e re n c e  betw een 
B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  , r e v e la t io n  and th a t  o f K ierkegaard : th e  d if f e re n c e
between t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g s  o f th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  r e v e la t io n .  As we have seen , 
B arth  i n  h is  l a t e r  w r i t in g s  a f f irm s  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .  As f a r  as 
B arth  a f f irm s  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n ,  B a rth ’s  l a t e r  p o s i t io n  i s  n e a re r  to  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  p o s i t io n  th a n  i s  h i s  e a r ly  p o s i t io n  which i s  w e ll  ex p ressed  i n  th e  
"Romans"(1 922) .  But when we an a ly ze  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  more 
d eep ly , we f in d  th a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  id e n t i f y  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  a f f i rm a t io n  
o f  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  w ith  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  a s s e r t io n  abou t th e  
h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .  To show th i s  p o in t i s  th e  ta s k  which we s h a l l  pursue 
i n  t h i s  s e c t io n .’ In  o rd e r to  do t h i s ,  I  s h a l l  an a ly ze  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  
co ncep ts  o f (1) 't im e ' and o f  (2) 'h i s t o r y . '  And a f t e r  t h i s  a n a ly s is  I  s h a l l  
compare them w ith  tho se  o f K ierkegaard  w hich we s h a l l  see  i n  d e t a i l  in  c h a p te r  
I I I ,  Through t h i s  ex am in a tio n  we s h a l l  f in d  th a t  th e re  i s  a c o n s id e ra b le  
d if f e re n c e  i n  t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .
L et u s , th en , s t a r t  from B a r th 's  a s s e r t io n  about th e  te m p o ra lity  o f 
r e v e la t io n .  As we have seen , B arth  in  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  a f f irm s  th a t  
r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  in  tim e . In  t h i s  p o in t th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  
o f  r e v e la t io n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from h is  e a r ly  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n .  But th e  
tim e in  which B arth  says r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  i s ,  as we s h a l l  s e e , a very  
s p e c ia l  tim e. T h ere fo re , in  th e  c o n c re te  tim e in  which we l i v e ,  th e re  i s  no 
r e v e la t io n .  Thus B a r th 's  b a s ic  p o s i t io n  on th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  and 
c o n c re te  tim e i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n .  So even though the  
e x p re s s io n  by which he a f f irm s  th e  te m p o ra lity  o f R e v e la tio n  i s  n e a re r  to  
K ierkegaard  th a n  h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n ,  B arth  i s  s t i l l  d i f f e r e n t  from K ierkegaard
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in  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  r e v e la t io n ..  T h is i s  th e  f i r s t  p o in t 
which I  s h a l l  t r y  to  show in  t h i s  s e c t io n .
The im p o rtan t s e c t io n s  in  th e  Church Dogmatics i n  which B arth  d e a ls  w ith  
th e  concep t o f tim e a r e  p arag raphs 14 ( "The Time o f R ev e la tio n ")^  3T("The 
E te rn i ty  and G lory o f G od"), 33 ("The E le c tio n  o f  J e su s  C h r i s t " ) ,  41 
( " C re a tio n  and C ovenant") ,  and 47("Man i n  h is  T im e"). S ince B a r th 's  main 
t h r u s t  does not change th roughou t h i s  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , however; we s h a l l  no t 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between th e  c o n te x ts  i n  which B arth  d e a ls  w ith  tim e, and t r y  to  
draw ou t B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  t im e .[1 ] I t  i s  a w e ll known f a c t  t h a t  B a r th 's  
d o c tr in e  o f tim e i s  v e ry  ambiguous e s p e c ia l ly  in  i t s  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e l a t i o n . [2] 
The fo llo w in g  d is c u s s io n  i s  an  a ttem p t to  f in d  B a r th 's  r e a l  in t e n t io n  when he 
u ses  th e  tim e concept i n  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n .  That i s  to  say , we a re  t ry in g  
to  f in d  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n  when he e x p re sse s  th e  tim e concept i n  r e l a t i o n  to  
r e v e la t io n  am biguously w ith  in te n t io n .
B a s ic a lly ,  th e re  a r e ,  fo r  B a rth , th re e  k inds o f  tim e : (1) G od-created
tim e , (2) our tim e (o r ,  th e  f a l l e n  tim e ) ,  and (3) G od's tim e (o r , th e  tim e of
g ra c e , r e a l  tim e; and f u l f i l l e d  t im e ) . Through th i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  betw een 
tim es B arth  f in d s  a way to  move away from h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n  on r e v e la t io n  in  
which r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  on ly  in  th e  e te r n a l  Moment. However, our q u e s tio n  
i s :  Can we say th a t  B a rth , i n  a r e a l  s e n se , moves away from h is  e a r ly  p o s it io n ?
In  w hat fo llo w s  I  s h a l l  show th a t  we must g iv e  a n e g a tiv e  answer to  t h i s
1. For a s im i la r  o b se rv a tio n  o f  t h i s  problem , see  R .tî .R o b erts , "K arl 
B a r th 's  D octrine  o f Time," i n  K arl Barth.: S tu d ie s  o f  H is T h eo lo g ica l
M ethod, ed. S.W. Sykes (O xford: , C larendon P re s s , 1 979) ; ;; P>i02: "The
p assag e , "Man i n  h i s  Time"[ CD, I I I / 2 ,  s e c t io n  47] (o f te n  reg ard ed  a s  most 
s ig n i f i c a n t  w ith  re g a rd  to  th e  problem  o f tim e) i s  but th e  cu lm in a tio n  and 
a n th ro p o lo g ic a l a p p l ic a t io n  o f  a s e t  o f c o n ce p tio n s  which o p e ra te  
th roughou t th e  whole s t r u c tu r e  o f th e  Churoh D ogm atics."
2 . Cf. I b i d . . p p .88-146.
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q u e s tio n . L et us s t a r t  from th e  q u e s tio n  as  to  which k ind  o f  tim e i s  th e  most 
b a s ic  fo r  B a rth .
I s  G od-created  tim e th e  most b a s ic  f o r  B arth? In  some passag es  B arth  seems 
to  a f f irm  th a t  th e  G o d -c rea te d -tim e  i s  th e  most b a s ic  one. B arth  s t a t e s :
"Of co u rse , God i s  th e  C rea to r  o f tim e a ls o .  But th e  tim e we th in k  we 
know and p o s se ss , "our" tim e , i s  by no means th e  tim e God c re a te d .
Between our tim e and G od-crea ted  tim e as  between our e x is te n c e  and th e  
e x is te n c e  c re a te d  by God th e re  l i e s  th e  F a l l .  "Our" tim e , as A ugustine 
and H eidegger in  t h e i r  own ways q u i te  c o r r e c t ly  inform  u s , i s  th e  tim e 
produced by u s , i . e . ,  by f a l l e n  man. I f  on th e  b a s is  o f  G od's Word being  
i n  t h i s  tim e o f o u rs  we b e lie v e  t h a t  God c re a te d  tim e , t h i s  b e l i e f  does 
n o t s id e t r a c k  our tim e; y e t  we cannot in  any way id e n t i f y  our tim e w ith  
th e  t im e ,c re a te d  by God. Our tim e, th e  tim e we know and p o sse ss , i s  and 
rem ains l o s t  tim e , even when we b e lie v e  th a t  God i s  th e  C rea to r  o f 
time"(CD, 1 /2 , p .4 7 ) .
And ag a in : "C re a tio n  comes f i r s t  i n  th e  s e r ie s  o f works o f th e  t r iu n e
God, and i s  th u s  th e  beg inn ing  o f  a l l  th e  th in g s  d i s t i n c t  from God
H im self. S ince i t  c o n ta in s  i n  i t s e l f  the  beg inn ing  o f  tim e, i t s  
h i s t o r i c a l  r e a l i t y  e lu d es  a l l  h i s t o r i c a l  o b se rv a tio n  and a c c o u n t . . . "(CD, 
I I I / 1 ,  p . 4 2 ). '
" I t  [ tim e] a c tu a l ly  beg in s  to g e th e r  w ith  H is C re a tio n , so th a t  we have to  
say th a t  His C re a tio n  i s  th e  ground and b a s is  o f time"(CD, I I I / 1, p .6 8 ) .
"Time . . . .  i s  w il le d  and c re a te d  by God a s  th e  form a t  any r a te  o f human 
ex istence"(C D , I I I / 2 ,  p .5 2 6 ).
Can we, th en , a rran g e  th e  th re e  k inds o f  tim e in  th e  o rd e r  of. G od-created  tim e ,
our tim e, and G od 's tim e, on th e  b a s is  o f  th e se  passages?  Can we say th a t  f i r s t
th e re  was th e  C re a tio n  o f God, second ly  th e  f a l l ,  and th e n  th e  a c t  o f g race?  In
some p assag es  B arth  seems to  a f f irm  t h i s  o rd e r :  "When man l o s t  th e  tim e loaned
to  him [G o d -c re a te d -tim e ] , he re c e iv e d  i t  back a g a in  in  J e su s  C h r is t ,  i . e . ,  in
h i s to r y ,  commencing im m ediately  a f t e r  C re a tio n , o f th e  covenant o f g race  which
was f u l f i l l e d  i n  His death  and R esurrec tion"(C D , I I I / 1, p .7 5 ) . I s  t h i s  o rd e r
th e  one which B arth  has in  mind when he w r i te s  h is  l a t e r  theo logy? In  a se n se ,
we can subm it an  a f f i rm a t iv e  answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n . F o r, in  th e  end, B arth
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a f f irm s  t h i s  o rd e r fo r  th e  sake o f lo g ic ,  no t because t h i s  o rd e r  i s  th e  tem poral 
o rd e r .
However, th e  b a s is  o f  B a r th 's  a f f i r m a t io n  o f  th e  lo g ic a l  o rd e r o f
C re a tio n —F a l l — Redemption i s  n o t C re a tio n  (o r , G o d -c re a te d -tim e ), bu t th e  tim e
o f g r a c e . [1 ] B arth  s t a t e s  a s  fo llo w s :
"We have c a l le d  th e  tim e o f g race  th e  c o u n te rp a r t  o f th a t  o f C re a tio n .
But i t  can and must be asked w hether in  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s is  th e  tim e of
C re a tio n  i s  no t on th e  c o n tra ry  to  be understood  a s  th e  c o u n te rp a r t  o f 
t h a t . Of  g ra c e , and th e re fo re  th e  tim e o f g race  âS. th e  t ru e  p ro to ty p e  q£_ 
a l l  tim e . In  th e  l a s t  r e s o r t ,  we cannot evade th i s  e lu c id a t io n .  I f  i t  i s  
t r u e  th a t  th e  w orld and man a r e  c re a te d  i n  Je su s  C h r is t ,  i . e . , fo r  His 
sake and fo r  Him, i n  a c t u a l i s a t i o n  o f  th e  com passion in  which from a l l  
e t e r n i ty  God tu rn ed  to  th e  c r e a tu r e  i n  th e  p e rso n  o f His Son b ea rin g  and 
re p re s e n t in g  i t ,  th e n  C re a tio n  does not precede r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  bu t 
fo llo w s i t . In  t h i s  case i t  i s  no t i n  C re a tio n  but i n  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  th a t  
t h i s  com passion re a c h e s  th e  g o a l tow ards which God had looked from a l l  
e t e r n i ty .  In  t h i s  c a se , to o , th e  f i r s t  and genuine tim e which i s  th e
p ro to ty p e  s L  tim e i s  no t th e  tim e o f C re a tio n  bu t t h a t  o f th e
r e c o n c i l i a t io n  fo r  which th e  w orld and man were c re a te d  i n  th e  w i l l  and by 
th e  o p e ra tio n  o f God. Real tim e , in  t h i s  case , i s  p r im a r i ly  th e  l i f e - t im e  
o f  Je su s  C h r is t , th e  tu rn in g  p o in t j  th e  t r a n s i t i o n ,  th e  d e c is io n , which 
w ere accom plished i n  H is d ea th  and R e su rre c tio n ; to g e th e r  w ith  th e  tim e 
p reced in g  and fo llo w in g  t h i s  ev en t in  th e  h i s to r y  o f I s r a e l  and th e  
e x is te n c e  o f th e  C h r is t i a n  Church. I t  was in  correspondence w ith  t h i s  
r e a l  tim e, and as  th e  n ecessa ry  and adequa te  form o f t h i s  e v e n t, t h a t  tim e
was o r ig in a l ly  c re a te d   in  and w ith  C re a tio n  and a t  th e  same tim e a ls o
a s  th e  form o f th e  h is to r y  o f  C re a tio n  i t s e l f . . . . .  I f  th e  tim e o f 
C re a tio n  i s  u l t im a te ly  a r e f l e c t i o n  and th e  c o u n te rp a r t  o f  th e  tim e o f 
g ra c e , th e n  a s  th e  beg inn ing  o f  a l l  tim e i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  r e a l  tim e in  th e  
supreme sense"(CD, I I I / 1 ,  p .7 6 )[2 ]
Now we can u n d ers tan d  B a r th 's  lo g ic  such th a t  he ta k es  th e  r e a l i t y  o f th e  tim e
of C re a tio n  from th e  tim e o f g race  as r e a l  tim e. In  th e  f i r s t  p a r t  o f t h i s
q u o ta t io n , B arth  a f f irm s  c le a r ly  th a t  th e  tru e  p ro to ty p e  o f a l l  tim e, th e  f i r s t
and genu ine tim e, i s ,  th e  tim e o f g ra c e , th e  tim e o f r e c o n c i l i a t io n .  B arth  a lso
a f f irm s  i n  th e  second p a r t  o f t h i s  q u o ta t io n  th a t  on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  r e a l i t y  o f
th e  tim e o f  g ra c e , we must say th a t  th e  tim e o f C re a tio n , a s  th e  beg inn ing  o f
a l l  tim e, i s  a ls o  r e a l  tim e.
1. C f .Heinz Z a h rn t ,_The _Questloii God, p .96 :. "Seen from above -----
and t h i s  w i l l  always be B a r th 's  v ie w p o in t  C re a tio n  o n ly  s e t s  th e  s ta g e
fo r  th e  s to ry  o f  th e  covenant o f g ra c e : "
2 . Cf. a ls o  K arl B a r th ,Dogmatics in  O u tlin e , p p .58 , 63.
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T h e re fo re , what i s  im p o rta n t fo r  B arth  i s  th e  p ro to ty p e  o f a l l  tim e . 
A ccording to  t h i s  q u o ta tio n ,  th e  p ro to ty p e  o f a l l  tim e i s  th e  tim e o f g race  or 
th e  tim e o f r e c o n c i l i a t io n .  What i s  th e  tim e o f g race  then? A ccording to  
B a rth , th e  tim e o f g race  i s  th e  tim e " in  which th e  covenant ta k e s  place"(C D , 
I I I / 1 ,  p .7 3 ) .  When does th e  covenant tak e  p lace?  B arth  g iv e s  a somewhat vague 
answer to  t h i s  q u e s tio n . But t h i s  vagueness h as  som ething to  do w ith  th e  
c h a ra c te r  o f th e  tim e o f g ra c e  which B arth  c a l l s  as  such . F i r s t  o f a l l ,  th e  
tim e o f g ra c e , a s  we f in d  from th e  passage which I  quote , above, i s  r e l a t e d  to  
Je su s  C h r is t ,  So t h i s  tim e o f g race  i s  th e  th i r d  tim e in  which r e v e la t io n  in  
J e su s  C h r is t  ta k es  p la c e . The tim e o f g race  i s  th e  tim e which G od's r e v e l a t i o n  
has and, a c c o rd in g ly , God has fo r  u s . T h e re fo re , th e  tim e o f g race  i s  "G od's 
time"(CD, 1 /2 , p . 49, p a s s im ) . What does B arth  mean by "G od 's tim e"? What i s  
ap p a re n t from th e  f i r s t  to  th e  l a s t  i n  h i s  l a t e r  theo logy  i s  t h a t  G od 's tim e i s  
n o t our tim e. Of c o u rse , th e se  two tim es have a common e lem en t: te m p o ra li ty .
G od's tim e i s  a ls o  a tem poral r e a l i t y .  So B arth  c a l l s  G od 's tim e ' S lso  " tim e ."  
But th e  te m p o ra lity  which G od 's tim e has i s  n e i th e r  id e n t i c a l  w i th , th e  
te m p o ra lity  o f  our tim e, nor s im i la r  to  our tim e. For th e  te m p o ra lity  which 
G od 's tim e has i s  " e te rn a l  te m p o ra li ty ."  B arth , in  h i s  l a t e r  th e o lo g y , 
em phasizes th e  te m p o ra lity  o f  God which i s  d i f f e r e n t  from our te m p o ra li ty . 
B arth  say s :
"Even th e  e te r n a l  God does no t l i v e  * w ith o u t tim e . He i s  suprem ely 
tem p o ra l. For His e t e r n i ty  i s  a u th e n t ic  te m p o ra l i ty , and th e re f o r e  th e  
sou rce  o f a l l  tim e . But i n  H is e t e r n i t y ,  in  th e  u n c re a te d  s e l f - s u b s i s t e n t  
tim e which i s  one o f th e  p e r f e c t io n s  o f His d iv in e  n a tu re , p re s e n t ,  p a s t  
and f u tu r e ,  y e s te rd a y , today , and tomorrow, a re  no t s u c c e s s iv e , bu t 
s im u ltan e o u s . I t  i s  i n  t h i s  way, in  t h i s  e t e r n i ty  o f  H is, th a t  God l i v e s  
to  th e  e x te n t t h a t  He l i v e s  H is own life " (C D , I I I / 2 ,  p p .4 3 7 f . , my 
em phasis).
"God a ls o  l i v e s  in  H is Time. But H is tim e i s  e t e r n i t y , which has no f ix e d  
span , no m arg ins, no o th e r  m easure bu t H im self . . . .  God H im self i s  no t 
on ly  th e  ground and c o n te n t but a ls o  th e  form o f His e x is te n c e .  To th e  
e x te n t  t h a t  He i s  H is own form o f e x is te n c e  He i s  e t e r n a l ,  and He i s  i n  
e t e r n i ty  as  in  His tim e  Hence in  His e t e r n i ty  He i s  indeed  th e  C re a to r
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o f  tim e, bu t a s  i t s  C rea to r  He i s  th e  One who, and a s  such i s  and w i l l  be;
who i s ,  and a s  such was and w i l l  be; who w i l l  be, a n d 'a s  such was and i s .
In  His e t e r n i ty  He i s  b eg in n in g , and m iddle and end. He i s  n o t,
th e re f o r e ,  a p a r t  f r o m .a l l  th e s e . I f  He w ere, we s h a l l  have an o th e r  f a l s e  
d e f in i t i o n  o f  e t e r n i t y .  E te rn i ty  i s  no t tim e le s sn e s s .  I t  i s  b eg in n in g ,
m idd le, and end i n  fu ln e s s ,  fo r  i t  i s  a l l  th re e  s im u lta n e o u s ly . I t  i s
alw ays th e  f i r s t  and second a s  i t  i s  a ls o  th e  th i r d .  Thus God i s  H is own
dim ension"(CD, I I I / 2 ,  p .5 5 8 ).
"G od's being i s  e t e r n a l  in  whose d u ra t io n  beg inn ing , s u c c e s s io n  and end
a r e  no t th re e  but one, not s e p a ra te  as a f i r s t ,  a  second and a th i r d
o cca s io n , bu t one s im u ltaneous o c c a s io n  as  b eg inn ing , m iddle and e n d . . . .  
God i s  both th e  p ro to ty p e  and f o r e - o r d in a t io n  o f  a l l  b e in g , and th e re fo re  
a ls o  th e  p ro to ty p e  and f o r e - o r d in a t io n  o f  tim e . God h as  tim e because and 
as  He has e t e r n i t y .  Thus He does no t f i r s t  have i t  [ tim e] on th e  b a s is  o f  
C re a tio n , which i s  a l s o ,  o f co u rse , th e  C re a tio n  o f  tim e . He does have 
Üfflê. f e r  us_, th e  tim e . o f  r e v e la t io n ,  th e  tim e o f Je s jjs  C h r i s t , and 
tk ie re fo re  th e  tim e o f His p a t ie n c e , our l i f e - t im e ;  tim e fo r  rep en tan ce  and 
f a i t h .  But i t -  i s  r e a l l y  Hè H im self who has Mme fo r  us_. He H im self i s  
tim e fo r  u s . For His r e v e l a t i o n  a s  Jesu s  C h r is t  i s  r e a l l y  God
H im s e l f . . . . .  Those who do no t have tim e a r e  th o se  who do no t have
e t e r n i ty  e ith e r" (C D , I I / 1 ,  p p .608, 6 l 1 f . , my em phasis).
These q u o ta tio n s  from s e v e ra l  p a r t s  o f  th e  ChuRch Dogmatics make i t  c le a r  t h a t
fo r  th e  l a t e r  B arth  God’s  e t e r n i ty  has tim e , i t  does not la c k  t im e ,[1] T his i s  a
very  Im p o rtan t p o in t a t  which B arth  d i f f e r s  from h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n  in  th e
^Romans." Now, i n  th e  Church D ogm atics. B arth  says t h a t  God i s  e t e r n a l ,  but.G od
has te m p o ra li ty .  B ut, i s  th e  te m p o ra lity  which God h as  id e n t i c a l  w ith  th e
te m p o ra lity  which man has? We cannot g iv e  an  a f f i r m a t iv e  answer to  t h i s
q u e s tio n . For B arth  em phasizes th e  d if f e re n c e  between G od 's tim e and our tim e
or betw een G od 's te m p o ra lity  and our te m p o ra li ty . "His [G od 's] e t e r n i t y , "  says
B arth , " i s  a u th e n t ic  te m p o ra l i ty , and th e re fo re  th e  source  o f a l l  tim e ...  But
man, who i s  no t God, who i s  a c r e a tu r e  and no t th e  C re a to r , cannot l i v e  l i k e
t h i s .  I f  he i s  to  l i v e  a t  a l l ,  he needs an  in a u th e n t ic  te m p o ra li ty  d i s t i n c t
from e t e r n i t y .  He needs th e  tim e c re a te d  by God, in  which p a s t ,  p re s e n t and
f u tu r e  fo llo w  one a n o th e r in  su c c e s s io n , i n  which he can move from h is  p a s t
1. Cf. a lso  CD, I I / 1 ,  pu 6 l5 , and K arl B a r th 's  T able T alk , p .55. See 
a ls o  C o lin  E .G u n to n 's  o b s e rv a tio n  concern ing  B a r th 's  concept o f G od 's 
e t e r n i t y :  " B a r th 's  c o n ce p tio n  o f  th e  e t e r n i ty  o f God i s  bound u p  w ith  
G od's te m p o ra li ty , and d o ea  n o t in te n d  to  be i t s  n e g a tio n  a s  some j
co n cep tio n  o f t im e le s s n e s s ." ( Becoming and B eing, p . 140),
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through h is  p re se n t to  h is  f u tu r e ,  in  which th e se  th re e  e lem en ts, co rrespond ing  
to  h is  l i f e - a c t  a s  a whole and in  d e t a i l ,  form a sequence"(CD, I I I / 2 ,  p p .4 3 7 f .) .
T h e re fo re , even though both  o f them [G od 's te m p o ra lity  and our te m p o ra lity ]  have
.
a common elem ent which i s  c a l le d  " te m p o ra lity " ,  they a re  d i f f e r e n t  from each 
o th e r .  This i s  a very  im p o rtan t p o in t i n  B a r th 's  d o c tr in e  o f  tim e in  r e l a t i o n  
to  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n .  For th e  tim e in  which r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  
p la ce  i s  G od 's tim e which has a  d i f f e r e n t  te m p o ra lity  from our te m p o ra lity .
At t h i s  p o in t we can g iv e  an  answer to  th e  q u e s tio n  a s  to  w nat G od's tim e 
i s .  G od's tim e , as th e  tim e o f r e v e la t io n  and r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  i s  th e  tim e in  
which God re v e a ls  H im self and r e c o n c i le s  us w ith  H im self. T hat i s  to  say , G od's 
tim e i s  th e  tim e in  which God a c t s .  "So th e  tim e God has  fo r  u s , as  
d is t in g u is h e d  from our tim e th a t  comes in to  being and p a s se s  away, i s  to  be 
reg a rd ed  a s  e t e r n a l  tim e"(CD. I /2 .P .5 Q ) . For t h i s  tim e i s  th e  tim e r e la te d  to  
God H im self. Hence, t h i s  tim e has to  be e te r n a l  tim e . W hereas, i n ,  th e  
"Romans,T he c a l l s  t h i s  ' t h e  e t e r n a l  Moment,' now B arth  c a l l s  t h i s  'e t e r n a l  ;
I '  ' - : )
tim e. ' How can he use th e  term  ' e te r n a l  tim e ' in  h is  l a t e r  theo logy? We have 
seen  t h a t  in  t h i s  p e rio d  B arth  endows te m p o ra lity  w ith  G od 's e t e r n i ty .  That i s  ,;j
why B arth  can use th e  term  'e t e r n a l  t im e '.  In  th e  p e rio d  o f  th e  "Romans", . fo r  
B arth  th e  e te rn a l  has no te m p o ra li ty ,  moreover i t  i s  th e  o p p o s ite  o f tim e. But |
now in  th e  Church Dogmatics B arth  speaks o f  th e  te m p o ra lity  o f th e  e t e r n a l .  .'!
' - ■ r? iT h ere fo re , th e  tim e i n  which God a c t s  i s  th e  tim e o f God, G od's tim e. "'God. ■ M 
re v e a ls  H im s e l f ,"  says  B a rth , "means 'God h as  tim e fo r  u s '"  (CD,/ 1 /2 , p .54 , : i
p a ss im ). But h e re  we have to  bear in  mind one p o in t :  th e  te m p o ra lity  o r th e  Vj
tim e which God has fo r  us i s  d i f f e r e n t  from our te m p o ra lity  o r  our tim e. As we /j
have seen , even though they  have th e  same name [ te m p o ra li ty  o r tim e ] , they  a re  j
• ' - Id i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r .  They do no t belong to  th e  same p la n e , th e  same |
h o r iz o h . I f  we a re  no t c le a r  about t h i s  p o in t ,  we w i l l  be confused when we read  ; i
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th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  w r i t in g s .  To em phasize t h i s  once a g a in , " tim e? (G od's tim e)
and "tim e" (our tim e) a r e  no t i d e n t i c a l ! [1]
Only on th e  b a s is  o f  such an u n d ers tan d in g  o f B a r th 's  use o f tim e can we
p ro p e rly  u n d ers tan d  th e  p assag es  which fo llo w :
"God had tim e fo r  u s . His own tim e fo r  us tim e, i n  th e  most p o s i t iv e
se n se , i . e . ,  p re s e n t w ith  p a s t and f u tu r e ;  f u l f i l l e d  tim e w ith  e x p e c ta t io n  
and r e c o l l e c t io n  o f i t s  f u l f i lm e n t ,  r e v e la t io n  tim e and th e  tim e o f th e
Old Testam ent and New Testam ent w itn e ss  to  r e v e la t io n  bu t w i th a l .  His 
own tim e, God's tim e; and th e re fo re  r e a l  time"(CD, 1 /2 , p .4 9 ). .
"R e v e la tio n  . . . .  i s  an  e t e r n a l ,  bu t not th e re fo re  a t im e le s s  r e a l i t y .  I t  
i s  a ls o  a tem poral r e a l i t y .  So i t  i s  no t a s o r t  o f id e a l ,  y e t in  i t s e l f  
t im e le s s  co n ten t o f  a l l  or some tim es . I t  does n o t rem ain  tra n sc e n d e n t 
over tim e, i t  does n o t m erely meet i t  a t  a p o in t ,  bu t i t  e n te r s  tim e;
nay , i t  assumes tim e; nay, i t  c r e a te s  tim e fo r  i t s e lf " (C D , 1 /2 , p .5 0 ) .
I f  we re a d  th e se  p assages w ith o u t an u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  B a r th 's  new concept o f th e
te m p o ra lity  o f th e  e t e r n a l ,  i t  i s  easy  to  i n t e r p r e t  them s u p e r f i c i a l l y  to  mean
1. O tto  Weber makes t h i s  p o in t  c l e a r .  See K arl B a r th 's  Church 
D ogm atics, t r a n s .  A .C.Cochrance (London: L u tte rw o rth  P re ss , 1953)»
p . 120: "Now, to  be s u re , th e re  i s  a d if fe re n c e  between "tim e" and " tim e ."
The "tim e" o f  th e  h is to r y  o f  C re a tio n  i s  no t to  be confused w ith  "our
t i m e . " . . . .  But on th e  o th e r  hand, n e i th e r  i s  th e  tim e o f C re a tio n  to  be
equated  w ith  th e  " tim e o f g ra c e " , th e  tim e o f th e  g ra c io u s  now o f 
f u l f i lm e n t ."  Compare t h i s  w ith  T .F .T o rra n c e 's  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  B arth  th a t  
f o r  B arth  th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  R e s u rre c tio n  i s  i n  our tim e and sp ace . 
Cf. K arl B arth , p p .4 5 f i ,  204-217» esp ; "[F or B a rth ]  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  
ta k en  s e r io u s ly  a s  th e  coming o f  th e  Son o f God in to  human e x is te n c e  and
h i s t o r y , as  th e  Being o f God i n  space and tim e a t  work fo r  us and our
s a lv a t io n . " ( p .2 0 6 ), See a ls o  h i s  "The Problem o f N a tu ra l Theology in  th e  
Thought o f K arl B a r th ,"  R e lig io u s  S tu d ies VI (1970), p p .121-135, e s p . , 
p . 124. And a g a in  "K arl B a r th ."SJT. XXII (1969). p p .1 -9 , e s p . ,  " B a r th 's  
e x p o s it io n  makes i t  c le a r  th a t  th e  g r e a t  w atershed  i n  th eo logy  i s  th e  
In c a rn a t io n  o f  God th e  e t e r n a l  Son, th e  s ta g g e r in g  f a c t  o f th e  a c tu a l  
e x is te n c e  o f th e  p e rso n a l Being o f God w ith in  our c o p o re à ï e x is te n c e  i n  
space and t im e " ( p p .4 f . ) .  When we r e l a t e  such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f B arth  
to  T o rra n c e 's  own view o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  and th e  R e s u rre c tio n  (C f .Space. 
Time and. I n c a r n a t io n . (London: Oxford U n iv e rs ity  P re s s ,  1969) and Soace_,
Time and R e su rre c tio n  (Handel p r e s s ,  1976) ) ,  we f in d  th a t  he i n t e r p r e t s  
B arth  h e re  i n  a somewhat c o n se rv a tiv e  way. For an argum ent t h a t  T orrance 
does no t see B a r th 's  in t e n t io n ,  see  R .H .R o b erts ;"K arl B a r th 's  D oc trin e  o f 
Tim e," p . 123. And see  a ls o  h is  "The Id e a l and th e  Real in  th e  Theology o f 
K arl B a r th ,"  p p .1 7 7 f. B esides T .F .T o rran c e , th e  s c h o la r s  who i n t e r p r e t  
th e  l a t e r  B arth  in  such a way a re  H .R .M ackintosh(o p . c i t . . p p .2 6 9 f f . )» H.U. 
von B a lth a sa r  ( o p . c i t . , p p . 100-108) and R obert E. W ill is  ( o p . c i t . . 
p p .8 2 -9 0 ).
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th a t  now B arth  a ff irm s  th a t  God can e n te r  our tim e and assume our tim e; so t h a t
we conclude th a t  B arth  overcomes th e  a b so lu te  dualism  o f h is  e a r ly  d ays.
However, a s  we have seen , th e  tim e o f which B arth  speaks i n  th e se  p assag es  i s
d i f f e r e n t  from our tim e. Of c o u rse , B arth  says t h a t  r e v e la t io n  i s  n o t a
t im e le s s  r e a l i t y ,  i t  does no t tran sce n d  tim e , i t  does no t m erely  meet tim e a t  a
p o in t ,  bu t i t  e n te r s  tim e ! But we have to  th in k  o f  th e  problem  o f what B arth
means by "tim e" i n  th e se  p assag es . I s  i t  our tim e? Does r e v e la t io n  e n te r  our
tim e? Does r e v e la t io n  assume our tim e? We cannot say "Yes" to  th e se  q u e s tio n s ;
A ccording to  B arth , th e  tim e in  which God a c t s  i s  a new tim e, B arth  s t a t e s :
"Compared w ith  our tim e, i t  [G od 's tim e] i s  m astered  tim e and fo r  t h a t  
very  re a so n  r e a l ,  f u l f i l l e d  tim e . Here th e  dilemma does not a r i s e ,
between a  p re se n t t h a t  d is a p p e a rs  midway between p a s t and ' f u tu r e ,  and a 
p a s t  and fu tu r e  th a t  d is s o lv e  f o r  t h e i r  p a r t  in to  a p re s e n t .  Here th e re
i s  a genuine p r é s e n t  and no t now in  s p i te  o f i t ,  bu t j u s t  because o f
i t ,  a genu ine p a s t  and f u tu r e .  The Word o f  God i s .  I t  i s  never 'n o t  y e t '  
o r ' no lo n g e r . ' I t  i s  no t exposed to  any becoming o r ,  th e re f o r e ,  to  any 
p a ss in g  away, o r ,  th e r e f o r e  to  any change. The same h o ld s  a ls o  o f  th e
Word o f  God become f le s h  and th e r e f o r e  t i m e . . . . .  The word spoken from 
e t e r n i ty  r a i s e s  th e  tim e in to  which i t  i s  u t te r e d  (w ith o u t d is s o lv in g  i t  
a s  t im e ) ,  up in to  H is own e t e r n i ty  as  now His own tim e , and g iv e s  i t  p a r t  
i n  th e  e x is te n c e  o f God which i s  a lo n e  r e a l ,  se lf-m oved , s e lf -d e p e n d e n t, 
s e l f - s u f f i c i e n t .  I t  i s  spoken by God, a p e r fe c t  w ith o u t p ee r ( no t in  our 
tim e , biit i n  G od 's tim e c re a te d  by th e  Word i n  th e  f l e s h ,  th e re  i s  a 
gen u in e , p ro p e r, in d is s o lu b le ,  p rim al p e r f e c t ) ,  and f o r  th a t  re a so n  th e r e  
i s  coming in to  th e  w orld  a fu tu r e  w ith o u t peer ( fo r  n e t in  our tim e but 
r a th e r  i n  t h i s  G od's tim e c re a te d  by th e  Word i n  th e  f le s h  th e re  i s  a 
g en u in e , p ro p e r, in d is s o lu b le ,  p rim al f u tu r e ) .  And so i t  i s  a p re s e n t 
t h a t  i s  no t a p re s e n t w ith o u t a ls o  being  a genuine p e r f e c t ,  and a  p e r f e c t  
and a f u tu r e ,  th e  mean o f  which c o n s t i tu te s  a g en u in e , in d e s t r u c t ib l e  
p r e s e n t .  Yet i t  i s  no t any p re s e n t ,  h o p e le ss ly  c o l la p s in g  in to  a "no t 
y e t"  o r  a "no lo n g e r"  l i k e  every  p re s e n t  in  our time(CD, 1 /2 , p .52)
T h e re fo re , fo r  B a rth , th e  tim e i n  which God a c t s  i s  th e  tim e which belongs 
on ly  to  God H im self. G od's tim e i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from G od 's e t e r n i t y .  G od 's >1
■ , '■ Jtim e has p o s t- te m p o ra l, su p ra -tem p o ra l (o r ,  c o - te m p o ra l) , and p re -te m p o ra l Vj
e sse n c e . So G od's tim e i s  th e  e te r n a l  tim e. G od's tim e i s  p re s e n t , p a s t ,  and 
a t  th e  same tim e fu tu r e  and v ic e  v e r s a f 11. And B arth  say s : "The in c a rn a te  Word
o f God i s .  But t h i s  means t h a t  i t  was and i t  w i l l  be. But a g a in  i t  was never
1. Cf. CD I I / 1 ,  p p .6 3 6 ff . See a ls o  Arnold B. Come, o p . c i t , p . 98. , / |
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'n o t  y e t , '  and i t  w i l l  never be 'n o  m o re ,' On th e  c o n tra ry , i t  i s  ' now' even a s  
i t  i s  'o n c e ' (and to  t h a t  e x te n t  'no  m o re ') ;  and i t  i s  a ls o  'now ' even a s , i t  i s  
' t h e n '  (and to  t h a t  e x te n t 'n o t  y e t ' ) .  I t  i s  a p e r fe c t  tem poral p re s e n t ,  and 
fo r  t h a t  very  rea so n  a p e r f e c t  tem poral p a s t  and f u tu r e ,  i t  e n te r s  f u l l y  in to  
th e  su c c e s s io n  and s e p a ra t io n  o f  th e  tim es which to g e th e r  c o n s t i tu te  tim e, and 
tra n sfo rm s  t h i s  su c c e ss io n  and s e p a ra t io n  in to  f u l l  contem poraneity"(G D , I I I / 1 ,  
p p .7 3 f . ) G od's tim e thus i s  a d i f f e r e n t  name fo r  G od's e t e r n i t y . [2] What was 
c a l le d  th e  e te r n a l  Moment i n  th e  "Romans" i s  now c a l le d  G od 's t im e .[3 ] Of 
c o u rse , a s  we have s a id  s e v e ra l  tim es , G od's tim e, u n lik e  th e  e te r n a l  Moment, i s  
a k ind  o f  tim e. But G od 's tim e i s  d i f f e r e n t  from our t im e .[4] Now we have 
a r r iv e d  a t  th e  answer to  th e  q u e s tio n : Can we say th a t  th e  l a t e r  B arth  moves
away from h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n  on th e  r e l a t i o n  o f r e v e la t io n  and our tim e in  th e  
r e a l  sense  o f th e  word? Our co n c lu s iv e  answer i s  a n eg a tiv e  one. Even though 
B arth , in  h i s  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , re c o g n iz e s  th e  te m p o ra lity  o f  th e  r e v e la t io n ,  th e  
tim e in  which r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  does no t belong to  our tim e, but only
2 . In  some p la c e s  B arth  seems to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  G od 's e t e r n i ty  and 
G od's tim e ( e . g . ,  CD, I I I / 1 ,  p .70: " . . . p r i o r  to  tim e th e re  i s  on ly  His
[G o d 's ]  e t e r n i t y . " ) .  But B arth  im m ediately  adds t h a t  t h i s  e t e r n i ty  i s  
re v e a le d  in  C re a tio n  a s  G od's r e a d in e s s  o f  tim e , th a t  i s ,  G od's 
te m p o ra li ty .  B arth  says t h a t  G od 's te m p o ra lity  as H is e t e r n i ty  i s  th e  
p ro to ty p e  ( U rb ild ) o f  t im e .(C f. .CD, I I I / 2 ,  pp .526 , 558, I I I / 1 ,  p ,6 7 ) .
3* R .H .R oberts and C o lin  E. Gunton a lso  observe a  s im i la r  p o in t :  
" In  a  passage o f im portance , B arth  sums up th e  tem poral d im ensions o f th e  
' f u l f i l l e d  tim e ' i n  term s no t in co m p a tib le  w ith  th e  e a r ly  co n cep tio n  o f  
th e  'e t e r n a l  M omerit--the N o w ! '(R ic h a rd .H ,R o b e r ts ," K a r l B a r th 's  D o c trin e  
o f Time", p p .1 0 3 f .) ;  " I t  may w ell be th a t  d e s p ite  h is  in s is te n c e  upon th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  c h a ra c te r  o f r e v e la t io n  B arth  has  f a i l e d  to  m a in ta in  th e  f u l l  
tem poral r e a l i t y  o f r é v é l a t i o n . "(G unton, Becoming and B eink . p . 181). See 
a ls o  J .A . V eith , " R é v é la tio n  and R e lig io n  in  th e  Theology o f  K arl 
B a r th , "&H,XXIV (1971)» p. 11 : "R e v e la tio n  does not a c tu a l ly  occur w ith in  
our . . . .  t i m e . . . . " ,
4 . See Oscar C ullm ann 's o b s e rv a tio n  o f B a r th 's  tim e-co n cep t i n  h is  
l a t e r  th eo lo g y . C f .C h r is t  and Time, tr a n s .F lo v d  V. P i ls o n  (London:SCM,. 
1962) ,  p p .62- 6 8 , e s p . , p p .6 2 f , : "K arl B arth , in  c o n t r a s t  to  h is  e a r l i e r
p u b lic a t io n s ,  la y s  very  s tro n g  em phasis i n  h is  DOgmatik (1 1 /1 ,1 9 4 0 ,  
p p .6 8 5 f f . ) on th e  tem poral q u a l i ty  o f  e t e r n i ty .  But th e  p h ilo s o p h ic a l 
in f lu e n c e  which c o n tro ls  th e  concept o f tim e in  h i s  e a r l i e r  w r i t in g s ,  
e s p e c ia l ly  in  th e  commentary bn  Romans i s  s t i l l  o p e ra t iv e  i n  th e  Dogmatik 
o f  1940."
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belongs to  God. In  t h i s  p o in t B a r th 's  b a s ic  p o s i t io n  h a s  n o t changed.
The second p o in t which we s h a l l  examine in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  th e  l a t e r  
B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  h is to r y  and i t s .  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n .  S ince tim e and 
h is to r y  a re  c lo se ly  r e la te d  c o n ce p ts , we can examine t h i s  second p o in t  i n  
r e l a t i o n  to  th e  f i r s t  p o in t ,  t h a t  o f th e  l a t e r  B arth es  concept Of tim e. And 
what we can guess a t  t h i s  moment i s  t h a t  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  view o f h is to r y  i s  
s im i la r  to  h is  view o f tim e. As we have seen , fo r  th e  l a t e r  B a rth , th e re  a re  
two stream s o f tim e: G od 's tim e and our tim e. The p o in t which we s h a l l  show
h ere  i s  t h a t  a c c o rd in g ly , fo r  B a rth , th e re  a re  two k inds o f  h is to r y  which a re  
e x c lu s iv e  to  each o th e r :  H e ils e e sc h ic h te  (o r , n o n - h is to r i c a l - h i s to r y )  and
h is to r y .  According to . B a rth , r e v e la t io n  does not tak e  p la ce  i n  h i s to r y ,  bu t in  
G esc h ic h te . For B arth , G esch ich te  i s  r e v e la t io n  o r r e v e la t iO n ^ h is to ry .  To 
s u b s ta n t i a te  t h i s  p o in t ,  we s h a l l  examine B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n  o f C re a tio n  and 
R e s u rre c tio n . A fte r f in i s h in g  t h i s  c o n s id e ra tio n  we s h a l l  compare th e  l a t e r  
B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een h is to r y  and r e v e la t io n  to  t h a t  of 
K ierk eg aard , which we s h a l l  examine i n  d e t a i l  in  ch ap te r  I I I .  I t  i s  th e se  ta sk s  
which we s h a l l  pursue in  t h i s  second p a r t  o f t h i s  s e c t io n .
Our s t a r t i n g  p o in t i s  B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n  o f C re a t io n -h is to r y .  Yes, we have 
s a id  'C r e a t io n - h i s to r y .* B arth  w ants to  use th e  terra h is to r y  ( G esch ich te ) in  h is  
d is c u s s io n  o f  C re a tio n .[1 J  A ccording to  B a rth , C re a tio n  i t s e l f  i s  h is to r y  (so  
th e re  i s  a h i s to r y  o f  C re a tio n )  and th e  aim o f C re a tio n  i s  a ls o  h is to r y  ( th e  
h i s to r y  o f th e  covenant o f g r a c e ) .  That i s  to  say , th e  c o n c lu s iv e  purpose o f 
C re a tio n  i s  th e  fu l f i lm e n t  o f th e  covenant o f g ra c e . T h e re fo re , th e  fu l f i lm e n t  
o f th e  covenant o f g race  ta k e s  p lace  in  h i s to r y .  So th e re  i s  th e  h is to r y  o f th e
1. I  s h a l l  use " h is to ry "  a s  a t r a n s l a t i o n  o f  G e sch ich te . and 
"H is to ry "  a s  a t r a n s l a t i o n  o f H is to r ié . Or they can be d is t in g u is h e d  as  
th e  th e o lo g ic a l  h is to r y  and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  h is to r y .
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covenant o f  g ra c e . "B u t,"  say s  B a rth , " in  view o f th e  b ib l i c a l  economy and 
em phasis, i t  has to  be s a id  a t  once th a t  th e  h is to r y  o f  t h i s  covenant o f g ra c e , 
though i t s  a c t u a l i s a t i o n  fo llo w s  C re a tio n , has in  G od's i n t e n t io n  and purpose a 
d ig n i ty  which, a lthough  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  o f C re a tio n , i s  no t i n f e r i o r  bu t 
e q u a l . . . .  C re a tio n  s e t s  th e  s ta g e  fo r  th e  s to ry  o f  th e  covenant o f grace"(C D ,
I I I / 1 ,  p p .4 3 f ) .  T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , C re a tio n  i t s e l f  i s  th e  beg inn ing  
o f  th e  h is to r y  o f th e  covenant o f g ra c e ; In  t h i s  se n se , B arth says th e
fo llo w in g :
" I f  th e  e te rn a l  and d e te rm in a te  w i l l  o f God i s  th e  source  o f t h e i r  [ a l l  
th in g s ]  in n e r  b eg in n in g . C re a tio n  i s  th e  source  o f  t h e i r  e x te rn a l  
b eg in n in g . And h e re in  l i e s  th e  p e c u l ia r  d ig n i ty  o f  th e  C re a tio n , t h a t  a s  
th e  e x te rn a l  beg inn ing  o f  a l l  th in g s  i t  s tan d s  i n  c e r t a in  r e s p e c ts  in  
d i r e c t  c o n fro n ta tio n  w ith  i t s  in n e r  b eg inn ing , i t s  e t e r n a l  sou rce  i s  G od's 
d e c is io n  and pian"(CD , I I I / 1, p .43» my em phasis).
T h ere fo re ; C re a tio n  i s  th e  e x te rn a l  beg inn ing  o f  a l l ,  th in g s . But t h i s
s ta te m e n t, fo r  B a rth , i s  a th e o lo g ic a l  s ta te m e n t. Hence, th e  h i s to r y  o f
C re a tio n  i s  on ly  a h is to r y  in  th e  th e o lo g ic a l  sense  o f th e  word.
I t  means t h a t  C re a tio n  i s  not H is to ry  o r th e  H is to ry  in  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  sense
o f th e  word. What i s  H is to ry ?  B arth  answ ers t h a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  H is to ry
(H is to ry )  i s  " th e  H is to ry  which i s  a c c e s s ib le  to  man because i t  i s  v i s i b l e  and 
p e r c e p t ib le  to  him and can be comprehended a s  H istory"(C D , I I I / 1 ,  p .78) .  What T j
happens in  our tim e belongs to  H is to ry . But must we say th a t  on ly  what happens ; ;j
i n  our tim e, a c c o rd in g ly , what belongs to  H is to ry , can happen? No, th e re  i s  
a ls o  a n o n - h is to r i c a l - h i s to r y .  T his i s  B a r th 's  s tro n g  a s s e r t i o n  i n  h i s  l a t e r  V.j
th eo lo g y . In  f a c t ,  fo r  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  does not happen i n  H is to ry , in  th e  
f lu x  o f  our tim e. I t  on ly  happens i n  n o n -h is to r ic a l  h is to r y  ( G esch ich te ) . in  
God’s tim e . T h ere fo re , in  so f a r  as C re a tio n  can be known in  r e v e la t io n ,  i t  i
does no t belong to  H is to ry . C re a tio n  i s  by n a tu re  w holly  " n o n -h is to r ic a l"  
h i s to r y ,  o r ,  B arth  u ses  t h i s  term  a g a in , p r e - h i s to r i c a l  (u rg e s o h io h t l io h e ) ; |
h i s to r y .  (CD, I I I / 1 ,  p . 8 0 ) . We m ust, B arth  a s s e r t s ,  reco g n ize  th a t  th e re  i s  5
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n o n -h is to r io a l  h is to ry  which does no t happen in  our tim e, bu t r e a l l y  happens i n  
tim e [G od 's t im e ] .[1 ]
So B arth  u ses  a te c h n ic a l  term  's a g a ' which i s  th e  n a r r a t iv e  o f
p r e h i s to r i c a l  h is to r y .  B arth  d e f in e s  's a g a ' as fo llo w s : "an  i n t u i t i v e  and
p o e t ic  p ic tu r e  o f p r e h i s to r i c a l  r e a l i t v  o f  h is to r y  which i s  en ac ted  once and fo r
a l l  w ith in  th e  co n fin e s  o f  tim e and space"(GD, I I I / 1 ,  p . 8 1 ). The b ib l i c a l
h is to r y  o f  C re a tio n  i s  connected  w ith  h i s to r y  ( G esch ich te ) . In  t h i s  sense  saga
i s  d i f f e r e n t  from Myth. B arth  s t a t e s :
"Real Myth has never r e a l l y  had C re a tio n  a s  i t s  theme and o b je c t .  Myth 
does, o f co u rse , take, n a r r a t iv e  form , and i t  i s  o f te n  f a r  more d ram atic  
and l y r i c a l  th an  th e  b ib l i c a l  C re a tio n  sag as . But i t s  t a l e s  and t h e i r
e v e n ts  and f ig u r e s  a re  o b v io u sly  p ic tu r e s  and embodiments o f  what happens
alw ays and everyw here and to  t h a t  e x te n t  does not happen "anywhere o r a t  
any tim e ."  Not w ith o u t a  nOd arid a w ink, i r o n i c a l l y ,  condescend ing ly , by 
way o f  accommodation, myth t e l l s  a s to ry  " fo r  c h i ld re n  and th o se  who lo v e  
c h i ld re n " .  I t  chooses and u se s  th e  form o f a s to r y ,  bu t in  th e  case of
a l l  i n t e l l i g e n t  p e rso n s i t  makes th e  demand t h a t  they  shou ld  lo o k  through
t h i s  s to r y ,  t h a t  they  shou ld  no t c l in g  to  i t  a s  such , but in  a l l  th e  
enjoym ent o f i t s  e v e n ts  and fo rm s, sp u rred  on by i t s  c h e e r fu l p la y , they 
shou ld  p re s s  on to  i t s  t r u e  n o n - h is to r ic a l ,  t im e - le s s  and a b s t r a c t  se n se ,
to  a p e rc e p tio n  o f  th e  e t e r n a l  t r u th  p re sen te d  i n  th e  p la y  .......... Myth has
alw ays a r i s e n  and s t i l l  from th e  h ig h e r re c o g n i t io n , d iv in a t io n  and p o e t ic  
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  t h i s  k ind  o f e te r n a l  t r u t h .  I t  has alw ays been a  w orthy 
â U tsn  .ego. o f philosophy"(G D , I I I / I ,  pp. 84-85) .
From th i s  lo n g  q u o ta tio n  on B a r th 's  view o f Myth, we can draw ou t th e
d if f e r e n c e s  and s i m i l a r i t i e s  betw een Myth and saga . F i r s t ,  what i s  h e ld  i n
common i s  th e  n a r r a t iv e  form . Both o f  them a re  a k ind  o f  n a r r a t iv e  o r s to ry .
However, they  a re  d i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r  i n  t h a t  Myth i s  r e la te d  to  th e
e te r n a l  t r u th  which does no t happen in  tim e , w h ile  saga i s  r e l a t e d  to  a c e r t a in
h is to r y  ( G esch ich te) which ta k e s  p la ce  in  tim e , A second d if f e re n c e  between
them, th e re fo re ,  i s  t h a t  i n  Myth th e  man who c re a te s  th e  Myth i s  im p o rta n t,
w h ile  i n  saga God who a c t s  i n  H is tim e i s  im p o rta n t. That i s  to  say , what i s
fundam ental to  Myth i s  th e  co n tem p la tio n  o f man and h i s  cosmos a s  self-m oved and
s e l f - r e s t i n g ,  th e  co n tem p la tio n  o f h is  emergence as  one o f h is  own fu n c tio n s .
1. Cf. CD, I I I / I ,  p . 81; 1 /1 , p p .119, 127, 2 4 4 f. 255. passim .
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In  c o n t r a s t ,  th e  im portance i n  saga i s  "God and ,H is a c t i v i t y ,  th e  d i s t i n c t i o n  
and c o n f ro n ta tio n  betw een th e  C re a to r  and th e  c r e a tu r e ,  th e  l i b e r t y  o f an o th e r  
d iv in e  r e a l i t y  which en co u n te rs  man and h i s  w orld and s o v e re ig n ly  d e c re e s
w ith o u t re fe re n c e  to  them"(CD, I I I / I .  p . 8 6 .) .
But bo th  o f ; them a re  not H is to ry . Of co u rse , as we have s a id ,  saga i s  
r e la te d  to  h i s to r y ,  bu t Myth has n o th ing  to  do w ith  h i s to r y .  In  a sen se , saga 
i s  a w itn e ss  to  h is to r y  ( G e sc h ic h te ) . B arth  sa y s : "The b i b l i c a l  h is to r y  o f
C re a tio n  i s  pure saga, and as such i t  i s  d is t in g u is h e d  from "H is to ry "  on th e  one
s id e  and Myth on th e  o th e r .  P re c is e ly  i n  t h i s  form i t  [sag a ] i s  a  c o n s t i tu e n t
p a r t  o f th e  b ib l i c a l  w itn e ss  and th e r e f o r e  i t s e l f  a  w itn e ss  to  G od's 
s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n "(CD. I I I / I ,  p . 9 0 ) . T h e re fo re , C re a tio n  i t s e l f  to  which b ib l i c a l  
sagas w itn e s s ,  i s  a p r e h i s t o r i c a l  h is to r y  which does no t belong to  our t i ra e .[1 ]
We can draw ou t a  s im i la r  concept o f h is to r y  a s  G esch ich te  from B a r th 's
d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  o f  C h r is t .  I t  w i l l  be good to  s t a r t  by quo ting  
some s a l i e n t  p assages from B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n  o f  t h i s  theme.
" I t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  re a d  ar^r te x t  o f th e  New Testam ent i n  th e  sense  
in ten d ed  by i t s  a u th o rs ,  by th e  a p o s t le s  who s tan d  behind them, or. by th e  
f i r s t  com m unities, w ith o u t an  aw areness t h a t  they  e i t h e r  e x p l i c i t l y  a s s e r t  
o r a t  l e a s t  t a c i t l y  assume th a t  th e  Je su s  o f  whom they  speak and to  wnom 
they refeR  i h  some way i s  th e  One who appeared to  H is d i s c ip le s  â i .  t h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  tim e [ th e  f o r ty  days between th e  R e s u rre c tio n  and th e  
a sc e n s io n ]  a s  th e  R esu rre c te d  from th e  dead. A ll th e  o th e r  th in g s  they  
know o f Him, His words and a c t s ,  a re  reg a rd ed  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f t h i s  
p a r t i c u l a r  e v e n t, and a r e  a s  i t  w ere i r r a d i a te d  by i t s  l ig h t." (C D , I I I / 2 ,  
p . 442, my em phasis).
1. However, th e re  a re  c r i t i c i s m s  o f  B a r th 's  concept o f sag a . For 
exam ple, Gordon Kaufman sa y s : "That K arl B a r th 's  c a te g o ry , 's a g a ' - — v /
which he somewhat p r e te n t io u s ly  s u b s t i t u t e s  fo r  myth on th e  ground th a t  i t
i s -  no t n o n - h is to r ic a l  l i k e  th e  la tte r (C D  I I I / I ,  p p .8 1 f f . )  I s  r e a l l y
j u s t  an a b s t r a c t  n o n - h is to r ic a l  as myth, can be seen  i n  th e  f a c t  t h a t  h e , 
a l s o ,  can f in d  no genuine h i s t o r i c a l  meaning i n  th e  f a l l  ( s e e ,  CÎD IV /1 , 
p p ;5 0 0 f, 5 0 7 f f . )" (G.D.Kaufman.S y stem atic  Theologyj A H is to r io l s t  '
P e rs p e c tiv e  (New 'Y ork: C h arles  S c r ib n e r 's  Sons, 1978, second e d i t i o n ) , ;
p.279* n. 1 7 ). .
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i t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  to  g ra sp  t h a t  wnen th e  New Testam ent speaks o f  th e  
ev en t o f E a s te r  i t  r e a l l y  means th e  E a s te r  h is to r y  and E a s te r  tim e . . . .  I t  
happened "once upon a  tim e" t h a t  He,was among them as th e ' R e su rre c te d .
T his, to o , was an e v e n t" ( I b i d . ) . •
" Je su s  H im self d id  r i s e  a g a in  and appear to  H is d i s c ip le s .  This i s  th e  
c o n te n t o f  th e  E a s te r  h i s to r y ,  th e  E a s te r  tim e, th e  C h r is t i a n  f a i t h  and 
C h r is t i a n  p ro c la m atio n , bo th  th e n  and a t  a l l  t i m e s . . . . i  This i s  " th e  
e s c h a to lo g ic a l  ev en t"  i n  i t s  m a n ife s t form which i s  a cq u ired  a t  E a s te r .
T his i s  th e  a c t  o f  God ----  th e  a c t  i n  which he appeared  o b je c t iv e ly  in  th e
g lo ry  o f  His in c a rn a te 'W o rd , en co u n te rin g  f i r s t  t h e i r  u n b e l ie f  and th e n , 
when t h i s  was overcom e, t h e i r  f a i t h . . . .  He H im self [ C h r is t ]  was w ith  them 
[H is d i s c ip le s ]  i n  tim e , in  t h i s  tim e , beyond th e  tim e o f His e a r th ly  l i f e  
betw een His b i r t h  and d e a th , in  t h i s  tim e o f r e v e la t io n .  This i s  what 
r e a l l y  took  p lace ."(C D , I I I /2 , :  p .4 4 5 ) .
"The r e s u r r e c te d  i s  th e  man J e s u s ,  who now came and went among them as 
such , whom they  saw and touched and h ea rd , who a te  and drank w ith  them ,
and wno, a s  I  b e l ie v e , was s t i l l  b e fo re  them as tru e  man, v e re  homo %. . .
He i s  th e  man Je s u s  and no one e l s e .  He i s  no t a so u l and s p i r i t  i n  th e
a b s t r a c t ,  but sou l o f His body, and th e re fo r e  body as w e ll .  To be an
a p o s t le  o f Je su s  C h r is t  means no t on ly  to  have seen  Him w ith  o n e 's  eyes 
and to  have heard  Him w ith  o n e 's  e a r s ,  but to  have touched Him 
p h y s ic a lly ." (C D , I I I / 2 ,  p .4 4 8 ) .
In  th e se  fo u r q u o ta tio n s  B arth  ap p ea rs  to  em phasize th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  ( o r ,
f a c l ^ a l i t y )  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n . M oreover, B arth , on th e  bases o f such an
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n , c r i t i c i z e s  B ultm ann 's u n d e rs tan d in g  o f
R e su rre c tio n , say in g  t h a t  he [Bultm ann] e l im in a te s  th e  o b je c t iv i ty  and r e a l i t y
o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n , e v e h  though he does em phasize th e  c e n t r a l i t y  o f th e
R e su rre c tio n  in  th e  New Testam ent w r i t in g s .  B arth  w r i te s :  .
"R. Bultmann 'd e m y th o lo g iz e s ' th e  even t o f E a s te r  by in te r p r e t in g  i t  a s
' t h e  r i s e  o f f a i t h  i n  th e  r i s e n  L ord, s in c e  i t  was t h i s  f a i t h  which le d  to
V th é  a p o s to l ic  p r e a c h in g . ' [B u t] t h i s  w i l l  no t do. F a ith  in  th e  r i s e n  Lord 
s p r in g s  from His h i s t o r i c a l  m a n ife s ta t io n , and from th i s  a s  such , no t from 
th e  r i s e  o f f a i t h  in  Him."[1 ]
So many S ch o la rs  conclude th a t  i n  h i s  l a t e r  theo logy  B arth  a f f irm s  th e  c o n c re te
o b je c t iv i ty  o f  th e  R e s u r r e c t io n .[2 ] What m a tte rs  to  them i s  t h a t  w h ile  B arth
a ff irm s  th e  co n c re te  o b je c t iv i ty  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n , he does n o t p e rm it th e
1. CD, I I I / 2 ,  p . 443 c i t in g  B ultm ann 's essay  in  Kervgma and Myth, I ,  
p . 42. Of. a lso  K arl B a rth , "R udolf Bultmann - —An Attem pt to  U nderstand
Him," i n  kervgm a and Myth. I I ,  ed. Hans Werner B a rtsh , t r a n s .  R .H .F u lle r  
(London:SFGK, 1962),/ p p . 83-132.
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p o s s i b i l i t y  o f h i s t o r i c a l  a n a ly s i s .  So th ey  u s u a lly  conclude th a t  B a r th 's
d e f in i t i v e  p o s i t io n  on th e  h i s t o r i c a l  c h a ra c te r  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  seems too
good to  be t r u e [ 3 ] ,  o r th a t  B arth  i s  a p p a re n tly  c o n t r a d ic to r y . [4 ] But we have to
remember B a r th 's  s p e c ia l  concep t o f h is to r y  and tim e a t  t h i s  p o in t .  As we have
seen , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , G od's a c t i v i t y  dbes ho t occur in  our tim e, even though
i t  [G od 's a c t i v i t y ]  has  tim e / The tim e in  which G od 's a c t i v i t y  ta k e s  p la ce  i s
th e  tim e o f God, G od's tim e . T h e re fo re , th e  a c t i v i t y  o f God, which ta k e s  p la ce
i n  G od 's tim e, i s  e t e r n a l .  T hat i s  p re s e n t and a t  th e  same tim e p a s t  and
f u tu r e ,  p a s t  and a t  th e  same tim e p re s e n t and f u tu r e ,  o r f u tu r e  and a t  th e  same
tim e p re s e n t and p a s t .  And th e  h is to r y  which ta k e s  p la ce  i n  G od 's tim e i s  a
very  s p e c ia l  h i s to r y .  This h i s to r y  i s  n o t th e  H is to ry  which i s  v i s i b l e  and
p e r c e p t ib le  to  man. But t h i s  h i s to r y  i s  a r e a l  e v e n t. C h r i s t 's  R e su rre c tio n
was a R e su r re c tio n  o f  th e  body(CD, I I I / 2 ,  p .4 4 8 ) . However, t h i s  R e su rre c tio n ,
as  th e  a c t i v i t y  o f God, ta k e s  p la ce  in  G od's t im e .[ 5] So we must say th a t  th e
E a s te r  ex p erien ce  o f th e  d i s c ip le s  a l s o  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  G od 's tim e . F o r, i f
C h r i s t 's  R e su rre c tio n  i s  i n  G od 's tim e , w h ile  th e  d i s c ip le s  a re  in  our tim e,
th e n  th e  d i s c ip le s  cannot ex p erien ce  th e  E a s te r  e x p e rien ce . B arth  say s :
"What we have h e re  i s  Deus d i x i t  spoken in  th e  e x is te n c e  o f Je su s  d u rin g  
th e se  days [ th e  f o r ty  days from th e  R e su rre c tio n  to  th e  a s c e n s io n ] .  I t  i s  
a  d e c is io n  which th e  a p o s to l ic  Church cannot d is c u s s  o r r e v is e .  For i t  i s  
He who i s  re s p o n s ib le  fo r  i t .  He has appeared  and a c te d  a s  K vrios among 
them . . . .  He was th e  c o n c re te  d em o n stra tio n  o f th e  God who has h o t on ly  3 .
2 . Cf. Van A. H arvey, The H is to r ia n  and th e  B e l ie v e r ,  p p .154-159;
G erald  O 'C o llin s , "K arl B arth  on C h r i s t 's  R e s u r re c t io n ,"  p p .87-92. See
a ls o  C h r is t ia n  H a r tl ic h  and W ater Sachs in  Kervgma and Mvth, I I ,  
p p .113- 125, and Gordon D. Kaufman.oe^eiJt,.. p .414. n .2 .
3 . G erald O 'C o llin s ,  o e J e i t , p .90.
4 . Van A. Harvey, 159.
5 . In  t h i s  se n se , even though B arth  seems to  be t ry in g  to  em phasize 
th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  in  h is  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , h i s  b a s ic  view 
o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  i s  n o t d i f f e r e n t  from h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n  i n  th e  
"Romans" which we have examined in  C hapter I ,  C f .K arl B a r th 's  Table T alk . 
p p .5 9 f . : " I f  you had h i s t o r i c a l  ev idence [o f  th e  R e s u r r e c t io n ] , i t  would 
h o t  be th e  R e su rre c tio n !  T his i s  a deed o f  God i n  C h r i s t . "  For a s im i la r  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  view o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n , see  Fred H. 
K lo o s te r , "K arl B a r th 's  D o c trin e  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  o f  Je su s  C h r i s t , "  The 
W estm inster T h eo lo g ica l J o u rn a l . XXIV (1 962 ), p p .137-172; Esp. 141-155.
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d i f f e r e n t  tim e from th a t  o f  man, but whose w i l l  and re s o lv e  i t  i s  to  g iv e  
man a. sh a re  i û  t h i s  tim e  ^  His_, - I n  H is e t e r n i t y . The co n o re te  
d e m o n stra tio n  o f  t h i s  God, His ap p earance , i s  th e  meaning o f  th e
appearance and ap p earan ces  o f  t h i s  man J e s u s ,  a l iv e  a g a in  a f t e r  H is d e a th , 
i n  th e  f o r ty  d a y s , . . .  T his man, th e  in c a rn a te  Word o f  God, hâd h o t on ly  
to  be p re s e n t but to ,b e  a p p re h e n s ib le  a s  th e  trium phan t j u s t i f i c a t i o n  o f
God and man, as  th e  r e v e l a t i o n  o f  th e  d iv in e  so v e re ig n ty  over l i f e  and
d ea th  which d e l iv e r s  man, and f i n a l l y  as th e  One who e x i s t s  in  th e  h ig h e r , 
e t e r n a l  tim e o f God. This . , . .  i s  w hat J e su s  was in  His r e a l  and
th e re f o r e  p h y s ic a l R e su rre c tio n  from th e  dead, i n  His ap p ea ran ces  as  th e  
One who was r e a l l y  and th e r e f o r e  p h y s ic a l ly  r e s u r r e c te d .  This i s  th e  way 
ih  which He was 'm a n ife s te d  i n  th e  mode p f God' to  H is d i s c i p le s .  T his i s  
th e  way in  which He was th e  appearance o f God which a f te rw a rd s  formed th e  
b b ie c t  o f t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  r e c o l l e c t i o n  q£_ t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  iifflg."(CD, 
I I I / 2 ,  p p .4 5 0 f. My em p h asis).
T h e re fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  appearances o f  th e  r e s u r r e c te d  One happen in
a d i f f e r e n t  tim e[1J and th e  men who ex p erien ced  th e  r e s u r r e c te d  one were g iv e n  a
sh a re  i n  t h i s  tim e o f God, in  G od 's e t e r n i t y .  This i s  th e  way in  which C h r is t
appeared  a s  th e  r e s u r r e c te d  one. In  G od's ; tim e C h r is t  appeared  a s  th e
p h y s ic a l ly  r e s u r re c te d  one; As h is to r y  which i s  i n  G od 's tim e . R e su rre c tio n  i s
n o t i n  H is to ry  which i s  i n  our tim e. I t  i s  G esch ich te  ( h i s to r y ) .  But we have
to  bear in  mind th e  p o in t t h a t  B arth  u ses  t h i s  term  G esch ich te  in  a very  s p e c ia l
way. B arth  u ses  G esch ich te  as  a te c h n ic a l  term', as a  th e o lo g ic a l  terra . I t  i s
not an  h i s t o r i c a l  G e sch ich te . G esch ich te  does not sim ply mean t h a t  which
happens i n  our tim e and sp ace , but which we cannot d ea l w ith  by an h i s t o r i c a l
a n a ly s i s .  B arth  does n o t use t h i s  term  fo r  any happening ex cep t th e
C h r is t- e v e n t.  That i s  to  say , B arth  does no t c a l l  G esch ich te  a l l  th e  th in g s
which happen in  tim e, but a r e  not co n ta in ed  i n  th e  h is to r io g ra p h y . What B arth
c a l l s  G esch ich te  i s  th e  happening which happens in  G od 's tim e . So G esch ich te’
happens i n  tim e and i s  h i s to r y .  But i t  i s  no t H is to ry  which i s  open to
1. And acco rd in g  to  B a rth , God has h is  own s p a t i a l i t y  and i t  i s  one 
o f th e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  o f  appearance i n  sp ace , h is  own sp ace . Cf, C D .II/1 , 
p . 470; " th e  s p a t i a l i t y  o f  God i s  to  be d is t in g u is h e d  from th e  s p a t i a l i t y  
o f  every  o th e r  being  by th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  i s  th e  s p a t i a l i t y  o f  th e  d iv in e  
being  . . . .  God i s  s p a t i a l  as th e  One who lo v e s  i n  freedom , and th e re fo re  
a s  H im self . . . .  God p o s se ss e s  H is sp ace . He i s  i n  H im self as  i n  a sp ace . 
He c r e a te s  sp a c e ."  B arth  f in d s  G od 's s p a t i a l i t y  in  th e  R e s u rre c tio n  o f 
C h r is t .
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h i s t o r i c a l  v e r i f i c a t io n .  For h i s t o r i c a l  v e r i f i c a t i o n ,  fo r  B a rth , can be a p p lie d
on ly  to  th in g s  which happen in  our tim e. In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  says t h a t  th e
H is to r ic a l  l i f e  ( h is to r i s c h e  le b e n ) o f  Je su s  i s  a k ind  o f  H is to ry . But as
H is to ry  th e  H is to r ic a l  L ife  o f J e su s  i s  no t r e v e la t io n .  For i t  does not happen
in  G od's t im e .[1 ]  Of c o u rse , th e  H is to r ic a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  i s  r e l a t e d  to  th e
C h r is t-e v e n t  o r th e  C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  But as  f a r  as th e  H is to ry  o f  Je su s  i s
concerned , i t  i s  no t th e  C h r is t-e v e n t  o r C h r is t - h i s to r y .  The one whom B arth
c a l l s  J e su s  C h r is t ,  th e  Word o f  God, i s  no t th e  Je su s  o f  H is to ry  who l iv e d  i n
our tim e, but C h r is t  who i s  w itn e ssed  to  by th e  New T estam ent. At t h i s  p o in t ,
i t  w i l l  be good to  examine th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  as G esch ich te
and th e  S c r ip tu r e s ,  A ccording to  B a rth , th e  S c r ip tu re  i s  th e  w itn e ss  to  th e
r e v e la t io n  o f  God, The r e v e l a t i o n  o f  God which i s  w itn e ssed  to  by th e
S c r ip tu r e s  ta k e s  p la c e  i n  G od 's tim e. R e su rre c tio n , which we a re  c o n s id e r in g ,
a lso  ta k e s  p la ce  in  G od's tim e as  r e v e la t io n .  T h erefo re  th e  h i s to r y  which i s
d e sc r ib e d  i n  th e  S c r ip tu r e s  i s  th e  w itn e ss  to  th e  h is to r y  o f r e v e la t io n .  So th e
n a r r a t iv e s  o f  th e  S c r ip tu r e  do no t o f f e r  p re c is e  c h ro n o lo g ic a l in fo rm a tio n  abou t
th e  h is to r y  o f r e v e la t io n .  N e v e rth e le s s , they  a re  d e s c r ib in g  th e  even t or
h is to r y  which ta k es  p lace  i n  G od 's tim e . That i s  to  say , th e  n a r r a t iv e s  o f  th e
S c r ip tu r e s  a re  n a r ra t io n s  o f  G esc h ic h te . F2l B arth  s t a t e s ;
"But th e  s to r i e s  a r e  couched in  th e  im a g in a tiv e , p o e t ic  s ty l e  o f
h i s t o r i c a l  sag a , and a re  th e re fo re  marked by th e  co rrespond ing  o b s c u r i ty .  
For they a re  d e ^ o rlM rg  an  e v e n t bevond th e  reach  o f h i s t o r i c a l  reach  sSL. 
de D ic t io n . 'H ence we have no r i g h t  to  t r y  to  an a ly ze  o r harm onise them. 
T his i s  to  do v io le n c e  to  th e  whole c h a ra c te r  o f th e  ev en t ih  q u e s tio n .
1. For B arth , C h r is t - h i s to r y  ( G esch ich te) i s  no t th e  H is to ry  o f Je su s  
o f N azareth , even though i t  can be r e la te d  i h  th e  l i g h t  o f  th e  
R e su rre c tio n . M oreover, even i h  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n  th e  H is to ry  
o f  Je su s  o f  H is to ry  cannot be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  r e v e la t io n .  I t  becomes 
r e v e l a t i o n  on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R é su rre c tio n . For a s im i la r  /î
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  , see  R .D .W illiam s, o p . c i t . . r P . 157; " . . . .  th e  r e v e la to r y
ev e n t, p ro p e rly  s o - c a l le d ,  i s  no t sim ply id e h t ic a l  w ith  i t s  h i s t o r i c a l
fo rm ." See a lso  G.W ingren Theoloigv in  C o n f l ic t ,  t r a n s .  E ric  H, W ahlstrom /j
(Edinburgh and London, 1958), p p .12 3 f . ;  For B a rth , "n o t : even in  C h r is t  ■
can th e  g u l f  between God and man cease  to  e x i s t ,  because God can never a c t 
man o r I ü  man, on ly  th rough man, "
;  '  ■ ' '  .  " . : V j
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There pan be no doubt t h a t  a l l  th e se  n a r r a t iv e s  a re  about th e  same ev en t,
and th a t  they  a re  ag reed  i n  su b s ta n c e , in t e n t io n  and i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ..........
[So] each o f th e  n a r r a t iv e s  must be read  f o r  i t s  own sake j u s t  a s  i t  
s ta n d s . Each i s  a  s p e c i f i c  w itn e ss  to  th e  d e c is iv e  th in g s  God sa id , and 
d id  i n  t h i s  event."(C D  I I I / 2 ,  p .4 52 ).
Of co u rse , t h i s  q u o ta t io n  i s  concerned on ly  w ith  th e  n a r r a t iv e s  o f  th e
R e su rre c tio n . But we can d isc o v e r  B a r th ’s  a t t i t u d e  to  a l l  o f th e  S c r ip tu r e s
from th i s  q u o ta t io n . [ 3 ] B arth  does no t deny a t  a l l  th e  n e c e s s i ty  o f  h i s t o r i c a l
c r i t i c i s m  in  th e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  S c r ip t u r e s . [4 ] However, B arth  does no t
th in k  th a t  h i s t o r i c a l - c r i t i c a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  th e  whole o f th e  q u e s tio n  a s  to
how to  i n t e r p r e t  th e  S c r ip tu r e s .  The im portance o f th e  s u b je c t m a tte r  o f th e
S c r ip tu r e s  which B arth  em phasizes makes B arth  go beyond h i s t o r i c a l  c r i t i c i s m . [ 5]
Even though th e  s t o r i e s  o f  th e  S c r ip tu r e s  cannot be reg ard ed  a s  H is to ry , they
must be reg a rd ed  a s  a k ind  o f  h i s t o r i c a l  n a r r a t iv e .  For they  a re  th e  w itn e sse s
2 . In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  reg a rd s  th e  n a r r a t iv e  form o f th e  b ib l i c a l  
h is to r y  as  ah  in d is p e n s ib le  one. E sp e c ia lly  in  th e  Gospel h is to r y  B arth  
f in d s  th e  way to  u n d e rs tan d  th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y ,  F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , 
i t  g iv e s  us th e  n a r r a t io n  o f  th e  way o f Je su s  from th e  baptism  in  th e  
Jo rd a n  to  Gethseraane and th e  C ross. But th e  im portance o f t h i s  way does |
n o t l i e  i n  th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  i s  th e  a c tu a l  H is to ry , but i n  th e  f a c t  th a t  i t  ; }
e n ab le s  us to  u n d e rs ta n d s ta n d  th e  dynamic c h a ra c te r  o f God’s r e v e la t io n ,  : |
3 . A q u o ta tio n  from B a r th ’s Credo can se rv e  to  snow c le a r ly  what Î / j
B a r th ’ s a t t i t u d e  to ;S c r ip tu r e s  i s ;  "And now in  th i s .  C onnection one o f  you ' i
has pu t to  me c o n c re te ly  th e  s p e c i f i c a l ly  Dutch q u e s tio n , w hether th e  .
s e rp e n t i n  th e  P a ra d ise  " r e a l ly "  spoke? ----  I  would d ec id ed ly  oppose :j
c h a ra c te r i s in g  t h i s  in c id e n t  a s  "Myth" . . . . [ B u t ]  th e  s e r p e n t ’s  speech i s  :
indeed  th e  i n v i t a t i o n  to  man to  fa c e  God w ith  th a t  q u e s tio n  so s ig n i f i c a n t  j
fo r  th e  very  problem  o f th e o lo g ic a l  e x e g e s is ; "Hath God s a id ? "  Where t h i s  I
q u e s tio n  i s  h ea rd , th e re  a man must have th e  id e a  o f being  a s  God, th e re  :i
th e  f r u i t  must be e a te n . There he s ta n d s  r e f l e c t i n g  over th e  Word o f  God, ;|
and to  t h a t  Word he w i l l  th e n  most c e r t a in lv  no t be o b e d ie n t. The , !
a t t i t u d e  o f s ta n d in g  over i t  c r i t i c a l l y ,  as a ls o  o f  s ta n d in g  over i t  .-/j
a p o lo g e t ic a l ly ,  shou ld  be g iv e n  up. The f a c t  t h a t  we do no t g iv e  i t  up 
p roves very  p a lp ab ly  t h a t  th e  se rp e n t has  r e a l l y  spoken, y e s , : .jj
in d e e d !" (C redo; p p .19 0 f . ) T h e re fo re , fo r  B arth , even though th e  even t does |
no t happen in  our tim e , th e  h is to r y  can be s ig n i f i c a n t  i n  i t s  r e l a t i o n  to
God and His r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  sen se , h is  b a s ic  view o f th e  S c r ip tu r e s  ; |
does no t change th roughou t h i s  academ ic l i f e ,  i
4. Cf. K arl B a r th ’ s T ab le T a lk , p .54. See a lso  H .Z ahrn t, o p . c i t . , J
p . 93: "A dm itted ly , he [B a rth ]  r e p e a ts  h is  e a r l i e r  a f f i rm a t io n  t h a t  th e  .’|
B ib le  i s  w r i t t e n  by men and th a t  th e re fo re  h i s t o r i c a l  c r i t i c i s m  i s  > 4
fundam en ta lly  j u s t i f i e d . "  For f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  o f  B a r th 's  view o f  th e  |
S c r ip tu r e s ,  see  A.B.Come, o p . c i t . , p p .383-398 and Thomas E. r, 1
Provence ,jpp*.Sit»PP*323-359. J
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to  th e  h i s to r y .  Which h is to ry ?  C h r i s t - h i s t o r y -------- th i s  i s  B a r th 's  answ er.
C h r is t - h i s to r y  o f  which B arth  speaks i s  no t th e  Je su s  o f  H is to ry , bu t
C h r is t-e v e n t which ta k es  p la ce  i n  G od 's tim e. What th e  S c r ip tu r e s  a re  concerned
w ith , fo r  B a rth , i s  no t th e  J e su s  o f  H is to ry , but C h r i s t - h i s t o r y . [6 ] Ih  a sen se ,
th e  e x is te n c e  o f Je su s  C h r is t  (who i s  no t th e  J e su s  o f  H is to ry , bu t th e  One who
i s  re v e a le d  a s  th e  Word o f  God and i s  w itn e ssed  to  by th e  S c r ip tu r e s )  i t s e l f ,  i s
th e  C h r is t-e v e n t  and C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  B arth  say s:
"As th e  h is to r y  o f  th e  d iv in e  d e liv e ra n c e  fo r  each and every  man i s  w holly  
e x c lu s iv e ly  He [Je su s  C h r is t]  H im self, so He H im self i s  w holly  and 
e x c lu s iv e ly  th e  h is to r y  o f  th e  d iv in e  d e liv e ra n c e  fo r  each and every  man.
5 . The s u b je c t-m a tte r  (jsLLê. SâSllê.) o f  th e  S c r ip tu r e s ,  fo r  B a rth , i s  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  o r sim ply Je su s  C h r is t ,  And t h i s  J e s u s - h is tp r y  im p lie s  no t 
on ly  th e  g ospel h i s to r y ,  bu t th e  whole n a r r a t iv e  o f th e  s c r ip tu r e s ,  fo r  in  
th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u r re c t io n  th e  tim e o f th e  Old Testam ent becomes th e  
tim e o f e x p e c ta t io n , and th e  tim e a f t e r  Je su s  C h r is t  becomes th e  tim e o f 
r e c o l le c t io n .  B arth  u se s  s e v e ra l  d i f f e r e n t  words to  in d ic a te  th é  
s u b je c t-m a tte r  o f  th e  S c r ip tu r e s  which can a l l  be used in te rc h a n g e a b ly : 
th e  theme (das G e sa e te ) , th e  m a tte r  o r o b je c t (das G egehstahd) and th e  
s u b je c t-m a tte r  (d ie  S ach e) .  For a  good d is c u s s io n  o f  B a r th 's  view o f  th e  
S c r ip tu r e s  and o f  th e  r i g h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  S c r ip tu r e s ,  see  Thomas 
Edward P rovence, "The H erm eneutics of. K arl B a r th ,"  unp u b lish ed  Ph. Î‘D 
d i s s e r t a t i o n  (F u lle r  T h eo lo g ica l Sem inary, 1980), p p .144-163. See a lso  
D.F. Ford , " B a r th 's  I n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  th e  B ib le ,"  i n  K arl B arth : S tu d ie s
o f h is  T h eo lo g ica l Method, ed . S.W.Sykes (O xford: C larendon  P re s s ,
1979) , PP;55-87 . :6 , In  t h i s  sen se , th e re  i s  fo r  B arth  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  p e n e tr a t in g  
th e  S c r ip tu r e s  i n  o rd e r  to  reach  th e  H is to r ic a l  Je su s  who a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  
i n  our tim e. For Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  th e  One o f whom th e  S c r ip tu r e s  t e l l ,  
i s  th e  one who i s  in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e su rre c tio n . That i s  
to  say , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  w r i te r s  o f  th é  G ospels a r e  .n o t  concerned 
abou t th e  H is to r ic a l  J e s u s , bu t rJesus C h r is t  who e x i s t s  in  th e  l i g h t  o f 
th e  R e s u rre c tio n . Cf. CD, 1 /2 , p p .6 4 f , , 111-117, 122, 481; I I / 1 ,  p .563;
I I I / 2 ,  p p .443, 449f, 469, 478-485, 493-511; IV /2, p p .1 0 2 f f . , 132, 250,
291, 307. So th e  man Je su s  whom B arth  c a l l s  a s  such i s  no t th e  H is to r ic a l  
J e s u s , bu t th e  one Who e x i s t s  in  th e  l i g h t  of. th e  R e s u rre c tio n . For a 
s im i la r  o b se rv a tio n  on t h i s  problem , see  Gordon D. Kaufman, o p . c i t . . 
p . 185. n .9 .  Of co u rse , th e re  a r e  some s c h o la rs  who a s s e r t  th a t  fo r  B arth
th e  r e a l  H is to r ic a l  J e su s  i s  Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  spokéh o f  in  th e  
S c r ip tu r e s .  Cf. Thomas F. T orrance, K arl B a r th , e s p . , p .2 0 8 ., and 
Thomas W. Q g le t r e e , . o p . c i t . , p p .2 0 4 ff . However, when we co n s id e r  th e  
c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  o f  B a r th 's  use o f th e  term  " C h r is t - h is to r y " ,  i t  seems to  
me, i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  id e n t i f y  th e  Je su s  C h r is t  o f th e  S c r ip tu r e s  w ith  
th e  H is to r ic a l  J e s u s .  B arth  sa y s : " Je su s  C h r is t  i n  t h i s  c h a ra c te r
r G esch ich te  as  th e  h i s to r y  o f  G od 's r e v e la t io n ]  means J e su s  C h r is t  a s  He 
r e v e a ls  H im self in  H is R e su rre c tio n  and ascension"(C D , IV /2 , p . 132). For 
an  argument t h a t  J e su s  C h r is t ,  fo r  B a rth , i s  no t id e n t i c a l  w ith  th e  
H is to r ic a l  Je su s  (c o n tra  T .F .T o rra n c e ) , see R .H .R o b erts .o p . c i t . . p .1 1 1 .
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Hence man, t h i s  man, e x i s t s  as  t h i s  h i s to r y ( H e ilsg e s o h lc h te ) ta k e s  p la c e .
He i s  H im self t h i s  n is to ry "(C D , l i l / 2 ,  p .7 0 ) .
What i s  in t e r e s t in g  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  B arth  eq u a te s  C h r is t - h i s to r y  w ith  th e  
h i s to r y  o f s a lv a t io n  ( H e ilsg e s o h lc h te ) , o r th e  h is to r y  o f th e  covenant o f 
g r a c e . [1 ] T h is f a c t  rem inds us o f  B a r th 's  a s s e r t io n  t h a t  th e  e l e c t io n  i s  th e  
e l e c t io n  o f Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  i n  th e  beg inn ing  o f  a l l  th in g s . In  t h i s  sen se , 
acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  C h r i s t - h i s to r y  which ta k es  p la ce  i n  G od 's tim e i s  th e  
e te r n a l  h is to r y  which i s  p re s e n t  and a t  th e  same tim e p a s t  and f u tu r e ,  and i s  
p a s t  and a t  th e  same tim e p re s e n t and f u tu r e ,  and i s  f u tu r e  and a t  th e  same tim e 
p re s e n t and p a s t . [2] Of c o u rse , th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  as th e  a c t u a l i z a t i o n  o f  th e  
covenant o f g race  has som ething to  do w ith  our tim e. But w hat i s ,  o r w hat ta k e s  
p la c e , in  our tim e i s  no t th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  and r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  sen se .
1. Or, a t  l e a s t  B arth  s e e s  th e  c e n tre  (o r ,  th e  o r ig in )  o f th e  h is to r y  
o f s a lv a t io n  in  J e s u s - h i s to r y .  Cf. CD, I I I / 2 ,  p p .158-160: "H is h is to r y
[ C h r is t - h i s to r y ]  a lo n e  i s  o r ig in a l ly  and im m ediately  th e  h i s to r y  o f th e  
covenant o f  s a lv a t io n  and r e v e la t io n  in a u g u ra te d  by God". See a ls o  CD, 
I I / 1 ,  pp .506-514; I I I / I ,  p p .59-61 , 75-77; I I I / 2 ,  p p .158-160, 441-442,
472-478, 582-587; IV /2 , p p .3 6 , 515, 809, 818, 823f, 828 f. For a s im i la r
in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  see  H. Z ah rn t, o p . c i t . . p p .94-98 . In  t h i s  se n se , 
H e ilsg e so h lc h te  and C h r is t - h i s to r y  a re  e q u iv a le n t co ncep ts  to  th e  
Urg e s c h ic h te  o f th e  "Romans." T h ere fo re , Jerome H am er's fo llo w in g  
o b se rv a tio n  i s  r i g h t :  "The two words [H is to r ié  and G e sc h ic h te ! a r e  not
synonymous by any manner o f means: G esch ich te  i s  o f  i t s e l f  opposed to
H is to r ié , and th e  ju x ta p o s i t io n  h i s to r i s c h e  G esch ich te  i s  sim ply 
u n th in k a b le  . . . .  G esch ich te  p e r ta in s  im m ediately  to  God; i t  i s  th e  
d iv in e  a c t i v i t y  (KD, I I I / I ,  6 3 ) .  I t  i s  alw ays th e  s a l v i f i c  a c t i v i t y  o f 
God, th e  only  a c t i v i t y  to  which B arth  seems to  pay a t t e n t io n ;  i t  i s  
alw ays G od's a c t i v i t y  in  th e  o rd e r o f g ra c e , e s ta b l is h e d  by a genus o f 
in t e r m i t t e n t  in te r v e n t io n s  o f  His Word in  th e  Holy S p i r i t . " ( K arl B a r th . 
p .1 1 7 f . ) .  T h e re fo re , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  say th a t  fo r  B arth  G esch ich te  
p e r ta in s  to  some H is to r ic a l  e lem en t, as  do R obert E. W ills  (o p . c i t . . 
p .431) and Thomas E. Q g le tre e  (o p . c i t . . p a r t  I I I ) ,
2 . In  t h i s  sen se , th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  ta k e s  p lace  in  every  moment even 
fo r  th e  l a t e r  B a rth . Cf. CD, IV /2 , p . 107: " 'J e s u s  C h r is t  l i v e s '  means 
t h a t  t h i s  h is to r y  ta k e s  p la ce  today j j i  th e  same tim e a s  d id  th a t  y e s te rd a y
  in d eed , as th e  same h i s t o r y ..............  I t  i s  th e  most u p - to -d a te  h is to r y
o f th e  moment. . . .  In  o th e r  w ords, when we say th a t  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  in  
every  age, we say th a t  H is h i s to r y  ta k e s  p la cé  i n  every  age . He i s  in  
t h i s  o p e r a t i c , t h i s  e v e n t ."  T h e re fo re , i t  happens on ly  in  G od 's tim e , in  
th e  rea lm  o f  e t e r n i t y .  For a s im i la r  in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  see  H.U. von 
B a l th a s a r , o p . c i t , p.3bO: " In  t h i s  th eo logy  o f happening and h i s to r y
perhaps no th in g  happens, because ev e ry th in g  has a lre a d y  happened in  
e t e r n i t y . "  See a ls o  G .C .B erkouw er,o p . c i t . , p . 250; Colm O 'Grady, The 
Church in  C a th o lic  T heo lgv . p . 42; H .Z ahrn t, o p . c i t . . p p .112-122.
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B arth  s t a t e s ;  "To pu t i t  q u i te  c o n c re te ly ,  th e  s ta tem en t 'God re v e a ls  H im s e lf
must s ig n if y  th a t  th e  f u l f i l l e d  tim e i s  th e  tim e o f th e  y e a rs  1-30 A.D..............
I t  must s ig n if y  t h a t  r e v e la t io n  becomes h is to r y  ( G e sc h ic h te ) , bu t no t th a t  
h is to r y  becomes rev e la tio n "(C D , 1 /2 , p .5 8 ) , So th e  H is to r ic a l  Je su s  a s  such i s  
no t th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  and r e v e la t io n .  The r e v e la t io n  o r  Goa and th e  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  take  p la ce  i n  Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  in  G od 's tim e . And t h i s  
r e v e la t io n  a s  th e  even t which ta k e s  p lace  in  G od 's tim e can be p re s e n t i n  every  
tim e a s  th e  r e v e la t io n  in  G od 's tim e . Only in  t h i s  se n se , i s  th e  tim e o f th e  
Old Testam ent th e  tim e o f E x p e c ta tio n  and th e  tim e o f th e  New Testam ent th e  tim e 
o f R e c o lle c tio n . For C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  e t e r n a l  n i s to r y . [ 1 ]
Up to  now we have co n sid e red  B a r th 's  concept o f h i s to r y .  What i s  im p o rtan t 
fo r  our a n a ly s is  i s  th a t  fo r  B a rth , th e  C h r is t-e v e n t or C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  on ly  
in  G od 's tim e. Even though t h i s  h is to r y  i s  r e la te d  to  th e  J e su s  o f H is to ry , th e  
H is to r ic a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  (and , th e  H is to r ic a l  Je su s  h im se lf)  i s  no t reg a rd ed  as 
th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  by B a r th . [2 ] But th e  being o f J e su s  C h r is t  (who i s  n o t th e  
H is to r ic a l  J e s u s , bu t th e  One who e x i s t s  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  R e s u rre c tio n  and, 
th e re fo re ,  i s  d e sc rib e d  i n  th e  New Testam ent) i s  C h r i s t - h i s to r y ,  and His
1. In  t h i s  co n n ec tio n , i t  w i l l  be good to  quo te  E, B ru n n e r 's  q u i te  
i n t e r e s t in g  comment on B a rth . M entioning th e  a ttem p t to  su b lim a te  
C h r is t i a n i ty  in to  a C h r i s t i a n i ty  o f  t im e le s s  id e a s ,  Brunner sa y s ; "This 
d o c e tic  danger does no t th r e a te n  on ly  Bultmann, bu t a ls o  B a rth , who, fo r  
in s ta n c e ,  when he was i n  H o lland , being  asked fo r  h is  view s on th e  F a l l ,  
s a id  t h a t  i t  d id  no t m a tte r  w hether th e  s e rp e n t spoke, but w hat he [ th e  
s e rp e n t]  s a id . ( C f .  Gnsdp., p .163) . Behind t h i s  Jsûû joat, th e re  l i e s  th e  
im p o rtan t t r u th  th a t  even leg en d s  and say in g s  may be used by God a s  means 
fo r  p roc la im ing  H is w ord ."  (R e v e la tio n  and Reason, t r a n s .  O live Wyon 
(London: SCM, 1947)» p .281 n. 17 ). Thus R obert E. W iles c r i t i c i z e s
B a r th 's  use o f th e  term  h is to r y  as fo llo w s : "Now, i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t
i n i t i a l l y  to  see how th e  concep t o f h is to r y  can be a p p lie d  le g i t im a te ly  to  
e v e n ts  th a t  have no obvious r e l a t i o n  to  th e  o rd in a ry  sp ace -tim e  fram e-work 
o f  n a tu re  and h i s to r y ."  (o p . c i t . . p .447). And R ichard  H. R oberts  a ls o  
speaks o f  "an  a c u te  danger o f a tem poral docetism " i n  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  
th e o lo g y . Cf. "The Id e a l and th e  Real in  th e  Theology o f  K arl B a r th ,"  in  
New Studi_es in  T heology, I ,  ed s . S. Sykes and Derek Holmes (London: 
Duckworth, 1980), p . 177.
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h is to p v fG esohiG hte) i s  i d e n t i c a l  w ith  His be ing . For J e su s  C h r i s t , i s  w holly  God 
and w holly  man on ly  in  th e  G esch ich te . so only  in  t h i s  h is to r y  does he 
accom plish  th e  r e c o n c ia l i a t i o n  betw een God and man. And both th e  h i s to r y  d f 
C re a tio n  and th e  h is to r y  o f  R e s u r re c tio n  a re  a ls o  h is to r y  on ly  in  t h i s  sense  o f 
th e  word. A ll th e se  th in g s  tak e  p la ce  i n  G od 's tim e.
Now we can compare B a r th 's  view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  o f r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  
w ith  th a t  o f K ierk eg aard . In  h i s  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , B arth  says t h a t  r e v e la t io n  has 
a c lo se  r e l a t i o n  to  h i s to r y ,  so t h a t  i t  seems v a l id  to  argue th a t  r e v e la t io n  
ta k e s  p la c e  in  our Dime and th a t  i t  has a form o f our h i s to r y .  B ut, in  f a c t ,  
B arth  does not g iv e  th e se  te rm s, tim e and h i s to r y ,  t h e i r  o rd in a ry  meaning, a s  we 
have seen  in  t h i s  s e c t io n .  On th e  c o n tra ry , B arth  a s s e r t s  t h a t  as  f a r  as th e  
o rd in a ry  meanings o f  th e se  w ords, tim e and h is to r y ,  a r e  concerned , r e v e la t io n  
does no t tak e  p la ce  i n  them. But r e v e la t io n  happens i n  a  tim e and a h is to r y  
which have new meanings in  th e o lo g ic a l  tim e and h i s to r y .
What i s  I n te r e s t in g ,  when we t r y  to  compare such a view w ith  t h a t  o f 
K ie rk eg aard , i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  K ierkegaard  a ls o  t r i e s  to  g iv e  th e se  term s new 
m eanings. As we s h a l l  see  i n  c h a p te r  I I I ,  K ierkegaard  c o n t r a s t s  N atu re  a s  th e  
s p a t i a l  o rd e r w ith  H is to ry  as  th e  tem poral o rd e r . The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  n a tu re  of 
th e  s p a t i a l  o rd e r  i s  t h a t  i t  on ly  has an  im m ediate e x is te n c e .  But what i s  in
2 . Cf. Z ah rn t,O P . c i t . , p .1 1 3 f: "The d e n ia l  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  n a tu re
o f  r e v e la t io n  becomes p a r t i c u l a r ly  e v id e n t i n  B a r th 's  te a c h in g  on th e  
In c a rn a t io n . I t  i s  h e re  t h a t  B arth  pays th e  h e a v ie s t  t o l l  fo r  having  
p la ced  h i s  s t a r t i n g  p o in t  i n  e t e r n i t y . "  See a ls o  R .H .R oberts, " B a r th 's  
d o c tr in e  o f Tim e," p . I l l :  A ccording to  B arth  "The b i r t h ,  d ea th  and th e
R e su rre c tio n  o f  Je su s  a r e  tem p o ra lly  u n l im ite d ."  See a ls o  01av 
V a len -S en d s ta d ,O rdet Som A ld ri Kan Do (Bergen: A,S.Tunde and Co. F o rla g ,
1949), p p ,9 2 ff :  "The e n t i r e  B a r th ia n  neo-orthodoxy : and in c a rn a t io n
te a c h in g  opens ou t i n  th e  i d e a l i s t i c  and m y stic  b a n a l i ty  t h a t  G od's 
s e l f - d i s c lo s u r e  ta k e s  p la c e  i n  a  h idden , unknowable sph ere  o f  th e  " I , "  no t 
i n  h i s to r y ,  no t i n  th e  p sy ch o -p h y s ica l w orld which now a t  t h i s  tim e i s  in  
our w o rld ."  c i te d  i n  R obert D .P reus,"T he Word o f God i n  th e  Theology o f 
K arl B a rth . "C oncordia T h eo lo g ica l Kcjatbly, XXXI ( 1960), pp. 110-111.
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tim e oan p e r s i s t  as p a s t ,  a f t e r  having  been p re s e n t .  So w hat i s  i n  tim e cannot 
be g iv e n  im m ediately  to  th e  s e n s e s , u n lik e  th a t  which i s  i n  N ature., For w hat i s  
in  tim e, as  th e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  i s  a f a c t  which comes in to  e x is te n c e  o r has  come 
in to  e x is te n c e .  So w hat i s  i n  tim e cannot be regarded  a s  a n ecessa ry  even t i n  
any sense  o f th e  word. T h e re fo re , th e  sequence o f th e  p a s t ,  p re se n t and f u tu r e  
i s  no t an o b je c t  o f know ledge, bu t an  o b je c t  o f b e l i e f .  Of co u rse , one can know 
what i s  coming i n t o  e x is te n c e  or w hat has been coming in to  e x is te n c e .  But one 
cannot know how i t  comes in to  e x is te n c e .  For example, suppose som ething e x i s t s .  
On th e  b a s is  o f  t h a t  th in g , we Cannot in f e r  t h a t  i t  must have come in to
e x is te n c e .  In  t h i s  se n se , what i s  i n  tim e i s  no t an  o b je c t o f know ledge, but an
o b je c t  o f b e l i e f .  At th e  back o f  t h i s  d is c u s s io n , th e re  i s  th e  modern 
e p is te m o lp g ic a l d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  t r u th s  o f  re a so n  and th e  t r u th s  o f  
h i s to r y .  The t r u th s  o f  re a so n  a r e  th e ' o b je c ts  o f  knowledge. For knowledge i s  
th e  r e s u l t  o f  a c o g n itiv e  a c t  o r a  r a t i o n a l  a c t .  But th e  t r u th s  o f  h is to r y  a re  
no t th e  r e s u l t  o f a r a t i o n a l  a c t ,  because they  a re  a c c id e n ta l .  H egel, w ith  th e  
p re s u p p o s itio n  th a t  w hat i s  id e a l  i s  w hat i s  r e a l  and w hat i s  r e a l  i s  w hat i s  
id é a l  (and , r a t i o n a l ) ,  t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  as th e  r a t i o n a l .
According to  K ierk eg aard , i t  i s  a k ind  o f  a ttem p t to  s p a t i a l i z e  tim e. For i f
one has a p re s u p p o s itio n , l i k e  H egel, th a t  what i s  r e a l  i s  th e  r a t i o n a l ,  th e n  
one must a s s e r t  w ith  c e r t a in ty  t h a t  w hat i s  i n  th e  p a s t  i s  a n ecessa ry  th in g  
(o r ,  e v e n t) .  That i s  to  say , what i s  i n  th e  p a s t i s  an o b je c t  o f know ledge. So
f a r  as good. Biit i f  one has t h i s  v iew , r e v e la t io n  has l o s t  i t s  m eaning. F o r,
acco rd in g  to  t h i s  v iew , what i s  i n  th e  p a s t i s  a n ecessa ry  ev en t. So i f  th e re
w ere som ething l i k e  r e v e la t io n  in  th e  p a s t ,  th a t  would on ly  be an  a c t u a l i z a t i o n
o f  th e  r a t i o n a l  which was th e re  from th e  f i r s t .  And i f  man i s  r a t i o n a l ,  he can 
u n d ers tan d  th e  even t by h is  re a so n . So K ierkegaard  a t ta c k s  such a  view o f  tim e 
and h i s to r y .  A ccording to  K ierkegaard  t h i s  view o f  tim e and h is to r y  does not 
see  r e a l i t y  as i t  i s .  A ll th in g s  a r e  co n fined  to  human re a so n , so t h a t  th e
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th in g s  which do not come in to  human re a so n  a re  d is re g a rd e d  o r changed in to
r a t i o n a l  th in g s . In  c o n t ra s t  to  t h i s  v iew , K ierkegaard  a s s e r t s  th a t  w hat i s  i n  
h is to r y  cannot be reg ard ed  as a  n ecessa ry  th in g  and th e re f o r e  not a r a t i o n a l  
th in g . What i s  in  h is to r y  belongs to  a d i f f e r e n t  ca teg o ry  from what i s  known by 
rea so n . M oreover, r e v e la t io n  i s  no t m erely an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  but th e  a b s o lu te  
f a c t  which i s  a ls o  an h i s t o r i c a l  fa c t^  So acco rd in g  to  K ierkegaard , r e v e la t io n  
cannot be reg ard ed  a s  n ece ssa ry  and r a t i o n a l .
How can t h i s  view o f  K ie rk e g a a rd ’s o f  tim e and h i s to r y  be compared w ith  
B a r th ’s d e f in i t i o n  in  h is  l a t e r  work o f  God’s  tim e and G esch ich te?  In  a sen se , 
th e i r  view s o f  tim e and h i s to r y  have some common e lem en ts . F i r s t ,  bo th  o f them 
p la ce  r e v e la t io n  in  a  tim e and h i s to r y ,  which have new m eanings. For B a rth ,
r e v e la t io n  i s  in  God’s tim e and, th e r e f o r e ,  in  G esc h ic h te . For K ierk eg aard , 
r e v e la t io n  i s  i n  tim e which i s  no t s p a t i a l i z e d .  I f  one w ere not to  c o n s id e r  th e  
d if f e re n c e  between B a r th ’s  view o f  God’s tim e and K ie rk e g a a rd ’s  tim e which i s  
n o t s p a t i a l i z e d ,  th e n  one would say th a t  they have t h i s  i n  common, th a t
r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  a s p e c ia l  tim e . Secondly, both  o f  them s t a t e  th a t
r e v e la t io n  i s  no t a n ecessa ry  e v e n t. But th e se  a r e  common e lem en ts  on ly  
fo rm a lly . When we co n s id e r  t h e i r  e x p la n a tio n  o f th e se  m a tte r s ,  i t  becomes c le a r  
how d i f f e r e n t  t h e i r  view s o f  t h i s  problem  a re .  Of th e  f i r s t  e lem en t, we must 
say th e  fo llo w in g . B a r th ’ s ’God’s t im e ’ i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  tim e i n  w hich, 
acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la c e . F o r, w hereas th e  tim e in  
which r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la c e , fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , i s  th e  tim e i n  which every  o th e r  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  ta k e s  p la c e , B a r th ’s ”God’s tim e” i s  a d i f f e r e n t  k ind  o f tim e 
from a l l  human tim e . Of c o u rse , r e v e l a t i o n  which ta k e s  p la ce  in  tim e , fo r  
K ierk eg aard , i s  no t on ly  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  bu t th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t ,  and, 
a c c o rd in g ly , i t  can a lso  be a p p lie d  to  a l l  o f tim e. But t h i s  ev en t o f 
r e v e la t io n  i s  a p p lie d  to  a l l  o f tim e as  an  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which has ta k en  p la ce
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in  tim e i n  th e  sense  o f th e  o rd in a ry  u se  o f th i s  word. However, fo r  B a rth , 
r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  only  in  God’s  tim e . Of c o u r s e , - th i s  r e v e la t io n  i s
r e l a t e d  to  th in g s  i n  our tim e, bu t w hat i s  i n  our tim e, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , i s
no t r e v e la t io n .  Whereas fo r  K ierkegaard  r e v e la t io n  can be a p p lie d  to  a l l  o f  
tim e a s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which took p la c e  in  tim e , fo r  B arth  r e v e la t io n ,  
which ta k e s  p la ce  i n  God’s tim e, ta k e s  p la ce  in  every  tim e . Ana i n  re g a rd  to  
th e  second e lem en t, we can say th e  fo llo w in g . Even though B arth  says th a t  
r e v e la t io n  cannot be reg a rd ed  a s  a n ecessary  th in g , B arth , as we have seen , 
makes r e v e la t io n  a n ecessa ry  e v e n t. As we have seen , fo r  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  i s  a 
s e l f - i t e r a t i o n  o r s e l f - i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  God. And t h i s  s e l f - i t e r a t i o n  o f  God i s  
based on th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f th e  T r in i ty ,  which im p lie s  a ls o  th e  obedience o f th e  
Son o f  God to  God th e  F a th e r .  And, fo r  B a rth , God th e  Son, as  God H im self who 
i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  from God H im self, i s  God’s  though t and God’s  Word ( lo g o s ) even 
in  th e  i n n e r - l i f e  o f God. And t h i s ,  God’s th o u g h t, i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from Je su s  
C h r is t .  So, fo r  B a rth , i f  God i s  f a i t h f u l  to  H im self, He cannot but be th e  God
who i s  ’G o d -fo r-u s ’ who re v e a ls  H im self in  Jésu s  C h r is t ,  The i n n e r - l i f e  o f th e
T r in i ty  makes fo r  an in n e r  n e c e s s i ty  o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n . M oreover, th e  f a c t  
t h a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  in  God’ s tim e i s ,  fo r  B a rth , very  n a tu ra l  to  God. 
For God a lre a d y  has H is own te m p o ra li ty  from e t e r n i ty .  So th e  f a c t  t h a t  God has 
tim e fo r  us i s  v e ry  n a tu ra l  th in g  fo r  God, So B arth  sometimes says t h a t  
r e v e la t io n  i s  a r a t i o n a l  t h i n g , [1 ] B ut, fo r  K ierkegaard  r e v e la t io n  cannot be 
reg a rd ed  a s  a  r a t i o n a l  th in g  i n  any sen se  o f th e  word. And th e  f a c t  t h a t  God
1. Cf. CD IV /r , p p .7 4 0 f f . , IV /3, p . 849, IV /2 , p p .3 1 2 f f . , I I / 1 ,
p p .20.4-54, -See a ls o  Anselm; F id e s  Quaerens In te l le c tu m , d .5 2 . and 
Dogmatics i n  O u tl in e , d p . 2 2 f. For d is c u s s io n  o f B a r th ’s r a t io n a l i s m  and 
h is  a f f i n i t y  w ith  H egel, see  th e  fo llo w in g  w orks: Arnold B. Come, All
In tro d u c t io n  to  B a r th ’s D ogm aticss fo r  P re a c h e rs , p p . J 4 0 f . , 2 4 8 f . ; R obert 
E. . W i l l i s . O P . c i t . . p p .7 9 f . :  H. H a r tw e ll .o p . c i c . , p p .46 f . ;  R obert
Crawfordj "The T h eo lo g ica l Method o f  K arl B à rth , ”&!%, XXV ( 1972), 
PP*331ff* See a ls o  Gordon H. C la rk .K arl B a r th ’ s T h eo lo g ica l Method
(P h ila d e lp h ia :  : The P re s b y te r ia n  and Reformed P u b lish in g  Co.,, 1963),
p p .109-117.
'  I
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became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  R evea ler cannot be reg a rd ed  a s  a r a t i o n a l  
th in g  which f i t s  our rea so n .
We can conclude, th e re f o r e ,  t h a t  even though B arth  seems to  be c lo se  to  
K ierk eg aard , they  have a d i f f e r e n t  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y .  A ccording to  K ierk eg aard , r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  as  th e  
a b so lu te  f a c t  and, th e re f o r e ,  i s  an  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  But fo r  B arth  r e v e la t io n  
ta k e s  p la ce  on ly  in  God’s tim e which i s  not our tim e.
t  '  )
The problem  which we s h a l l  d ea l w ith  in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  B a r th ’s 
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  th e  in c o g n ito  o f C h r is t ,  o r th e  i n d i r e c t  form o f r e v e la t io n .  
B arth  em phasizes th a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  in  an in d i r e c t  form . As f a r  as th e  
s ta te m e n t t h a t  r e v e la t io n  in  C h r is t  i s  an in d i r e c t  form o f r e v e la t io n  i s  
concerned , th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e  between B a r th ’s view o f r e v e la t io n  and th a t  o f
K ierkegaard  (which we s h a l l  examine i n  C hapter I I I ) .  However, when we co n s id e r
what they  mean by th e  in d i r e c t  form , we f in d  a c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e re n c e  between 
t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f  r e v e la t io n .  The c o n c lu s io n  which we reach  in  t h i s  
s e c t io n  i s  t h a t  w hereas B arth  a s s e r t s  t h a t  in d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n  i s  no t th e  
com plete r e v e la t io n ,  K ierkegaard  se e s  th e  in d i r e c t  com m unication o f C h r is t  as 
i t s e l f  r e v e la t io n ;  and th a t  w hereas B arth  t r i e s  to  f in d  th e  re a so n  fo r  th e
in d i r e c t  form o f r e v e la t io n  in  God H im self, K ierkegaard  f in d s  th e  re a so n  in  th e
f a c t  t h a t  man i s  i n  s in .  T h e re fo re , w hereas fo r  B arth , r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s
alw ays i n  th e  hands o f God, fo r  K ierkegaard  what i s  re v e a le d  even in  in d i r e c t
form i s  in  H is to ry  as r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  i . e . ,  as th e  a b so lu te  f a c t .
Of c o u rse , in  t h i s  s e c t io n  we a re  p r im a r ily  concerned w ith  B a r th ’s 
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  in d i r e c t  form o f r e v e la t io n .  However, du rin g  th e  course  o f 
our d is c u s s io n  o f B a rth , we s h a l l  t r y  to  compare B arth  and K ierkegaard  on th e  
b a s is  o f  th e  d is c u s s io n  o f  K ie rk eg a a rd ’s u n d ers tan d in g  o f  t h i s  problem  in  
c h a p te r  I I I .  So we s h a l l  show th e  d if f e r e n c e s  between them through (1) a 
d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and God and (2) a d is c u s s io n  o f 
th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and f a i t h .  The second p o in t  to  be d isc u sse d  i s  
c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e  f i r s t  p o in t .
One o f th e  th in g s  which B arth  em phasises i n  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  i s  t h a t
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God’s Word i s  God H im self in  His r e v e la t io n  (CD 1 /1 , p .339, p a ss im ). To say 
t h i s  more b r i e f l y ,  fo r  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  i s  God H im self in  His r e v e la t io n .  The 
even t o f  r e v e la t io n  o r th e  re v e a le d n e s s  o f  r e v e la t io n  i s  a ls o  God H im se lf .[1] 
For B a rth , r e v e la t io n  i s  no t on ly  an ev en t which i s  connected w ith  God, but God 
H im self who i s  in  i t .  And r e v e l a t i o n  i s  no t m erely th e  t r u th  o f som ething which 
God g iv e s  u s , but God H im self. T h e re fo re , i f  God re v e a ls  H im self in  J e su s  
C h r is t ,  th e n  th e  H is to r ic a l  J e su s  i s  no t th e  r e v e la t io n  (C f. CD 1 /1 , p p .1 8 8 f .) ,  
bu t God who re v e a ls  H im self in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  i s  r e v e la t io n .  For 
r e v e la t io n  must be God H im self. Only Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  re v e a le d  i n  th e  mode 
o f God can be c a l le d  r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  se n se , B arth  sa y s : "R e v e la tio n  as
such i s  no t r e l a t i v e .  R e v e la tio n  in  f a c t  does no t d i f f e r  from th e  P erson  o f 
Je su s  C h r is t ,  and a g a in  does no t d i f f e r  from th e  r e c o n c i l i a t io n  th a t  took p la c e  
i n  Him. To say r e v e la t io n  i s  to  say , 'T he Word became f l e s h ’"(CD 1 /1 , p . 134). 
Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  H im self th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  r e v e la t io n ,  fo r  He i s  on ly  in  
God’s  tim e . A ccord ing ly , He i s  no t i n  th e  h is to r y  which i s  th e  rea lm  of 
r e l a t i v i t y ,  fo r  J e su s  C h r is t  must be r e v e la t io n  and r e v e la t io n ,  as  God h im s e lf ,  
must no t be r e l a t i v e .
Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  in  th e  even t o f th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  a s  God, and th e re f o r e  
God’s r e v e la t io n ,  was re v e a le d  to  H is d i s c ip le s  du rin g  th e  f o r ty  days from th e  
r e s u r r e c t io n  to  th e  a sc e n s io n . "He [God] was n o t ,"  say s  B a rth , "both  v e i le d  and 
m a n ife s t,  both  m a n ife s t and v e i le d ,  in  C h r is t .  He had been v e i le d ,  bu t He was 
now w holly  and u n eq u iv o ca lly  and ir re v o c a b ly  m anifest"(C D  I I I / 2 ,  p . 449). 
T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , Je su s  C h r is t  who e x i s t s  in  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  i s  
r e v e la t io n  in  th e  r e a l  sen se  o f th e  word. But, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e
1. Cf. Heinz Z ah rn t, The Q u estio n  o f God, p . 112: "The p ro c e ss  o f
r e v e la t io n  [ fo r  B arth ] i s  reduced  to  a monologue conducted by God w ith  
h im se lf  as th re e  p e rso n s , as  F a th e r ,  Son and Holy S p i r i t . "  James Brown 
d is c u s s e s  t h i s  p o in t  i n  d e t a i l  in  h i s  S u b jec t and O bject i n  Modern 
Theology ( London:SCM, 1955), p p .140-166.
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e x p re s s io n  ’ th e  f o r ty  d a y s ’ does no t have a l i t e r a l  meaning, bu t must be tak en  
sy m b o lic a lly . "They [ b i b l i c a l  accoun t o f th e  r e s u r r e c t io n ]  do not o f f e r  p re c is e  
c h ro n o lo g ic a l in fo rm a tio n  a s  to  th e  d u ra tio n  o f  th e  appearances"(CD  I I I / 2 ,  
p .4 5 2 ). For th e se  appearances a r e  not i n  H is to ry , in  our tim e, as  we have seen .
These appearances a re  i n  God’ s tim e . So th e  even t o f th e  appearance o f  J e su s  
C h r is t  a s  th e  r e s u r re c te d  One i s  beyond th e  reach  o f h i s t o r i c a l  re s e a rc h  or 
h i s t o r i c a l  d e p ic tio n . T h e re fo re , Je su s  C h r is t  who e x i s t s  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  
r e s u r r e c t io n  i s  th e  d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n .  T h e re fo re , His r e s u r r e c t io n  i s  in  God’s 
tim e . Hence, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  t r a c e s  o f  r e v e la t io n  which i s  in  our tim e 
( e . g . ,  r e c o l le c t io n s  o f  th é  m eeting w ith  th e  r e s u r re c te d  One du rin g  th e  f o r ty  
days, th e  re c o rd s  o f t h i s  r e c o l l e c t io n ,  and even th e  H is to r ic a l  Je su s  h im se lf)  
i s  alw ays an in d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n .  For God cannot e n te r  in to  our tim e. Of 
course B arth  says t h a t  God has tim e fo r  us in  th e  a c t  o f  r e v e la t io n ,  b u t , th e  
tim e which God has fo r  u s , a s  we have seen  in  th e  l a s t  s e c t io n ,  i s  God’s  tim e. 
A ccording to  B arth , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  fo r  th e se  to  be d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n  in  our 
tim e. For B arth  r e v e la t io n  i s  God H im sélf and God cannot e n tè r  in to  our tim e.
For i f  God e n te re d  our tim e , God H im self would be r e l a t i v e .  A ccording to  
B a r th ’s p re s u p p o s itio n , e v e ry th in g  which i s  in  our tim e i s  r e l a t i v e .  And 
th e r e f o r e ,  i f  th e re  were to  be a d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n  o f God i n  our tim e, God, as  
th e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  would be con fined  to  th e  s t r u c tu r e  o f  our tim e. For 
B a rth , s in c e  r e v e la t io n  i s  God H im self, God’s r e v e la t io n  i s  a ls o  in  God’ s tim e . : 
T h e re fo re , i f  th e re  i s  r e v e la t io n ,  we cannot know i t ,  fo r  i t  i s  no t in  our tim e.
Hence B arth  sa y s : "God i s  known on ly  by God’’(CD I I / 1 ,  p .1 7 9 ) . In  t h i s  se n se , ,
fo r  B a rth , God, b e fo re  and a f t e r  r e v e la t io n ,  i s  th e  h idden  God. Even i n  th e
■■ ■ " ■ ■ . \  : . . ' - ' Ip resence  o f  th e  r e v e la t io n  God i s  h idden . Only God H im self r e c e iv e s  r e v e la t io n  
on b e h a lf  o f u s . B arth  sa y s : "How does homo neo c a to r  becomes capax v e rb i
d iv in i  ?  M a n ife s ta tio n  must be added as  som ething s p e c ia l ,  as a s p e c ia l
a c t  o f th e  F a th e r  or th e  Son o r b o th , to  th e  g iv en n ess  o f  th e  r e v e la t io n  o f th e
Page 147
F a th e r  i n  th e  Son. This s p e c ia l  elem ent th e n  i n  r e v e la t io n  i s  undoubtedly  
id e n t i c a l  w ith  what th e  New Testam ent u s u a lly  c a l l s  th e  Holy S p i r i t ,  a s  th e  
s u b je c t iv e  s id e  o f th e  even t o f th e  r é v é l a t i o n " (CD 1 /1 , pp. 522, 5 l 4 f . ) . [ 1 ]  Of 
co u rse , "man i s  th e  s u b je c t o f f a i t h .  I t  i s  h o t God but man who . believes"(C D  
1 /1 , p .2 8 1 ). However, B arth  im m édiately  adds th e  fo llo w in g : "But th e  f a c t  th a t
he b e l ie v e s  i s  God’s a c t  . . . .  th e  very  f a c t  o f a man th u s  being  s u b je c t  i n  
f a i t h  i s  b rack e ted  a s  th e  p re d ic a te  o f th e  s u b je c t ,  God, b rack e ted  e x a c tly  as 
th e  C rea to r  embraces H is c r e a tu r e ,  th e  m e rc ifu l God s in f u l  man"(CD 1 /1 , p .2 8 1 ). 
So only  in  th e  Holy S p i r i t  can we know and b e lie v e  in  r e v e la t io n .  But because 
o f t h i s  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  God once a g a in  becomes a h idden  God fo r  u s . For 
w hat i s  know n.in th e  moment o f s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  t h a t  God i s  h idden , God 
i s  w holly  o th e r ,  and God i s  t o t a l l y  unknown.[2] T h e re fo re , " th e  moment," say s  
B a rth , "we have u n re se rv e d ly  to  co n fe ss  God’s h id d en n ess , we have begun r e a l l y  
and c e r t a in ly  to  know God. As an a s s e r t io n  o f r e v e la t io n  and th e re fo re  o f 
f a i t h ,  a s  a c o n fe ss io n  o f our g r a te f u l  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  to  th e  God p re s e n t  to  u s , ' 
th e  in s ig h t  th a t  God i s  h idden  from us i s  th e  i n f a l l i b l e  in d ic a t io n  o f  th e  f a c t  
t h a t  i t  i s  by God H im self t h a t  we a re  le d  to  th e  knowledge o f Him, t h a t  we and 
our knowledge do no t s tan d  o u ts id e  and a f a r  o f f  but i n  th e  very  p resence  o f God 
H im self. I t  i s  i n  th e  re a l^  knowledge o f God th a t  i t  i s  a q u e s t io n  o f 
apprehending  God i n  His h id d e n n ess , o f  oombrehendere in c o m o re h e n s ib ile . Only in  
th e  r e a l  knowledge o f God can t h i s  be th e  case . I f  we apprehend, view and 
conce ive  God i n  His h id d en n ess , we s tan d  a lre a d y  in  th e  r e a l  knowledge o f
- I
1. H artw ell say s  (on th e  b a s is  o f  CD 1 /1 , p . 468): " I t  i s  th e  work o f 
th e  Son o f  God, t h a t  God can speak to  us; i t  i s  th e  work o f th e  Holy 
S p i r i t  t h a t  we h ear th e  Word o f  God"(on. c i t , p .4 6 8 ) . .J
2 . Cf. CD 1 /2 , p .245 : "For ohLy by th e  knowledge o f t h a t  "j
r e v e la t io n ,  th e  knowledge o f  Je su s  C h r is t ,  do we le a r n  t h a t  God i s  a 
h idden  God. S im ila r ly ,  i t  i s  by th e  same Holy S p i r i t  by whom God ta k e s  up .
His abode i n  us and makes us H is tem ple , th a t  God and man a re  se p a ra te d  ; 
w ith  power and f i n a l i t y . "  T h e re fo re , as R .E .W illis  p o in ts  o u t ,  fo r  B arth ,
"The h id denness o f  God in  r e v e la t io n  . . . .  c o n s t i tu te s  a very  r e a l  and 
p e r s i s t e n t  l i n g u i s t i c  " c r i s i s "  which ex tends over every  a ttem p t to  speak 
m ean in g fu lly  o f  him [God] . . . . " ( o n .c i t . , p p . g i f . ) .
Page 148
God"(CD I I / 1 ,  p . 192) .  In  a word, knowing th e  tru e  God i n  His r e v e la t io n ,  we
apprehend Him in  His h id d en n ess .
T h e re fo re , fo r  B a rth , s in c e  r e v e la t io n  i s  n o t d i f f e r e n t  from God 
h im s e lf [1 ] ,  we cannot know God even i n  h i s  r e v e la t io n .  Or, th e  only  th in g  which 
we can know in  th e  even t o f r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  God i s  th e  'W holly
O th e r . ' Of co u rse , B arth  sometimes speaks o f  th e  v e r a c i ty  o f m an's knowledge o f 
God. But " th e  v e r a c i ty  o f our knowledge o f God i s  th e  v e r a c i ty  o f  His 
rev e la tio n "(C D  I I / 1 ,  p .2 0 9 ). That i s  to  say , God H im self, w ith  H is w i l l  to  
re v e a l h im se lf  and th e re f o r e  His c la im  upon u s , ta k es  our p la c e ; and th e re fo re  
w ith  h is  power to  re v e a l H im self, he does no t ig n o re  o r e l im in a te  but f i l l s  th e  
void  o f our im potence to  view and conce ive Him. But t h i s  i s  p o s s ib le  only  in  
G od's hands. That i s  to  say , on ly  in  th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  o r i n  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  
t h i s  p o s s ib le .  " In  Him [J e su s  C h r i s t ] , "  say s  B a rth , " th e  b e l ie v in g  man, beyond
and d e s p i te  th e  dark n ess  w hich i s  in  h im se lf ,  f in d s  h im se lf  in  th e  l i g h t ,  ready
fo r  God; he f in d s  God know able, and he does so w ith  a l l  th e  e te r n a l
d e f in i te n e s s ,  c e r t a in ty  and b le sse d n e ss  which i s  p ro p er to  f a i t h ,  so f a r  as i t  
i s  f a i t h  in  Him, as th e  tem poral form o f th e  e te r n a l  t r u th  o f  Je su s  C h r is t ,  
which our own t r u t h .  But i t  i s  th e  Church who l i v e s  by th e  Holy S p i r i t  and in  
fa ith " (C D  I I / 1 ,  p .1 5 9 f . ) .  T h e re fo re , th e  one who knows G od 's r e v e la t io n  in  i t s  
r e a l  meaning i s  on ly  God H im self. In  t h i s  sen se , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , as  God 
u n v e i ls  H im self, He a ls o  v e i l s  H im self; and as He v e i l s  H im self, He a ls o  
u n v e i ls  H im self. B arth  say s :
"God re v e a ls  H im self in  th e  mode o f h iddenness; bu t th e  meaning o f  His
r e v e la t io n  i s  His v e r a c i ty .  He u n v e ils  H im self to  us in  and th rough His
1. we d isc u sse d  t h i s  problem  in  th e  l a s t  p a rag rap h . See a ls o
H .H a rtw e ll,O P . c i t . , p . 6? : "The Word o f  God a s  ad d ressed  to  man i s  th e
l iv in g  God H im self in  H is r e v e la t io n ,  and th e  Word o f  God, o f  God H im self 
i n  His Word, to  man, a d iv in e  a c t io n  i n i t i a t e d ,  execu ted  and consummated 
by th e  so v ere ig n  and f r e e  g race  o f God."
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v e i l in g  and to  th a t  e x te n t  beg inn ing  w ith  His v e i l in g .  But He does u n v e il 
H im self; i t  i s  fo r  t h i s  re a so n  and to  t h i s  end t h a t  He v e i l s  H im self and 
to  t h i s  e x te n t t h a t  H is u n v e ilin g  i s  th e  g o a l o f His way and ours"(CD 
I I / 1 ,  p .2 1 5 ).
T h ere fo re , acco rd ing  to  B a rth , G od's r e v e la t io n  to  us i s  alw ays an  in d i r e c t  
r e v e l a t i o n , [1] That i s  to  say , God u n v e i ls  H im self th rough v e i l in g  H im se lf .[2] 
The re a so n  why B arth  alw ays says t h i s  l i e s  a ls o  in  B a r th 's  e q u a tio n  o f  
r e v e la t io n  w ith  God H im self. S ince B arth  b e lie v e s  t h a t  God i s  id e n t i c a l  w ith  
His r e v e la t io n ,  one can say th a t  th e  p e rso n  knows G od's r e v e la t io n  on ly  i f  he 
comprehends God. However, such a  knowledge o f God i s  p o s s ib le  only  fo r  God. 
B arth  say s :
"When God knows H im self, th e  F a th e r  th e  Son and th e  Son th e  F a th e r  through 
th e  Holy S p i r i t ,  th e n  t h a t  happens a t  a s tro k e  and once fo r  a l l  in  th e  
same p e r f e c t io n  from e t e r n i ty  to  e t e r n i t y .  But our knowing o f  God i s  
o b v io u sly  no t l i k e  th is"(C D  I I / 1, p .6 1 ) .
So, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , we cannot say th a t  we know th e :  r e a l  meaning o f
r e v e la t io n .  The knowledge o f r e v e la t io n  which has an  a n a lo g ic a l  r e l a t i o n  to
G od's own knowledge, e x i s t s  on ly  in  th e  a c t  o f G od's r e v e la t io n  and th e r e f o r e ,
only  in  G od 's t im e . [31 So we must s t a r t  to  know r e v e la t io n  and God moment by
moment as  God re v e a ls  H im self to  u s . For as Berkouwer p o in ts  ou t B arth  b e lie v e s
t h a t  " t ru e  knowledge o f God i s  g iv e n  on ly  in  th e  m ira c le  o f  G od's
r e v e l a t i o n . " [4 ] B arth  say s : "For tem p o ra lly  means in  r e p e t i t i o n ,  in  a c o g n itio n
which p ro g re s s e s  from one p re s e n t to  a n o th e r , which c o n s ta n t ly  beg in s  a f r e s h  in
every  p re s e n t ,  in  a  s e r i e s  o f s in g le  a c t s  o f  knowledge"(CD I I / 1 ,  p .6 1 ) . There
i s  no g u a ran tee  o f our knowledge o f  God excep t th e  sac ram en ta l r e a l i t y  —— Jesu s
1. Cf. a lso  CD, I I / 1 ,  p p .9 , 10, 16. Thomas W. O g lè tre e  comments on 
B a r th 's  concept o f  r e v e la t io n  as  f*ollows: "Thé m eeting betw een God and -
man i s  alw ays i n d i r e c t ,  m ed ia te , c lo sh ed , under a v e i l .  What happens i s  . 
t h a t  man en co u n te rs  a  p a r t  o f r e a l i t y  su rround ing  him which i s  d i f f e r e n t  .i;;
from God such th a t  t h i s  r e a l i t y  w ithou t cea sin g  to  be a d e f in i t e  I
c r e a tu r e ly  r e a l i t y  e f f e c t iv e ly  r e p re s e n ts  God"(o p .c i t . . p . 119).
2 . C f. CD 1 /1 , p . 192: "The f a c t s  a r e  th a t  God H im self v e i l s  H im self
and in  th e  very  p ro c e s s  . . . ,  u n v e i ls  H im s e lf ." S e e  a ls o  pp. 184-212 and ; j
Credo p .20.
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C h r is t   who i s  in  His own h i s to r y ( C h r i s t - h i s to r y )  which i s  in  G od 's tim e .
To sum up th e  f i r s t  p o in t which we have drawn ou t from B arth : S ince  B arth
eq u a te s  r é v é la t io n  w ith  God who i s  i n  h i s  r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  can be no d i r e c t  
r e v e la t io n  in  our tim e fo r  him.
Secondly , th e re fo re ,  fo r  B a rth , f a i t h  i n  G od's r e v e l a t i o n  has a very  
s p e c ia l  meaning. F i r s t  o f a l l ,  fo r  B a rth , f a i t h  as ah  accep tance  o f th e  
r e v e la t io n  o f God, i s  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f .  "The r e v e l a t i o n  o f  God in  
i t s  s u b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y , "  say s  B a rth , " c o n s is t s  i n  th e  e x is te n c e  o f men who have 
been le d  by God H im self to  a c e r t a in  c o n v ic tio n . They b e lie v e  th a t  o b je c t iv e  
r e a l i t y  i n  r e v e la t io n  e x i s t s  f o r  them"(CD 1 /2 , p .2 3 2 ). The moment o f f a i t h  i s  
th e  moment o f s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  [ 5] And  ^ w ith o u t s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,
3 . For B arth  th e  knowledge o f f a i t h  i s  based on a double a n a lo g ic a l 
r e l a t i o n .  That i s  to  say , (1) th e re  i s  an  a n a lo g ic a l r e l a t i o n  betw een God 
and G od 's r e v e la t io n  and a ls o  (2) th e re  i s  an a n a lo g ic a l  r e l a t i o n  bétween 
G od's r e v e la t io n  and our knowledge o f  God. However, fo r  B a rth , bo th  o f
a n a lo g ic a l  r e l a t io n s  a re  no t s t a t i c ,  but d y n a m ic  t h a t  i s ,  to, say , on ly
in  th e  moment o f G od 's a c t ,  i s  th e re  an a n a lo g ic a l r e l a t i o n  between th e  
two elem en ts o f ana logy . Here we can r a i s e  th e  q u e s tio n  a s  to  w hether bur 
knowledge o f God i n  our tim e can have an a n a lo g ic a l r e l a t i o n  to  God and 
His r e v e la t io n .  In  th e  system  o f B a r th 's  th o u g h t, i t  seems to  me, our 
knowledge o f :  God i n  our tim e cannot have an a n a lo g ic a l  r e l a t i o n  to  G od 's 
r e v e la t io n .  For B arth  b e l ie v é s  t h a t  th e  a n a lo g ie  f i d e i  can be understood  
on ly  as a happening o r an e v e n t. Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r ,  in  h i s  book on 
B arth  ( o p . c i t . . p p .9 4 -9 5 ), c l e a r ly  p o in ts  t h i s  o u t: " I t  (a n a lo g ic  f i d e i l
i s  an a c t io n , a happen ing , which makes m an's d e c is io n  i n  f a i t h  s im i la r  to  
G od 's. I t  i s  a c t io n ,  no t b e ing . [M oreover,] C r e a t io n 's  l ik e n e s s  to  God 
i s  a one-way s t r e e t .  I t  i s  fa sh io n ed  from above by th e  Word, which la y s  
h o ld  o f  c r e a t io n ." (b a s e d  on KD 1 /1 , 2 5 2 ,2 5 4 ,2 5 7 ). Because th e
r e la t io n s h ip  o f  analogy i s  e s ta b l is h e d  from above th rough th e  a c t io n  o f  
r e v e la t io n ,  th e  analogy  on ly  ta k e s  p la ce  in  th e  a c t io n  o f God. T h e re fo re , 
i f  th e re  i s  any analogy  between our knowledge and G od 's r e v e la t io n ,  th e  
analogy  on ly  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  th e  moment o f r e a l  f a i t h  which i s  id e n t ic a l  
w ith  G od 's s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  Hence, our knowledge o f God i n  our tim e 
i t s e l f  has no a n a lo g ic a l  r e l a t i o n  to  G od 's r e v e la t io n .  For a d is c u s s io n  
o f  th e  a c t u a l i s t i c  c h a ra c te r  o f B a r th 's  a n a lo g ia  f i d e i f  see  a lso  H, 
H artw e ll, 00. c i t . . p .56 , and A.B.Come, o o .o i t : . , PP. 142r149. see  a ls o  
C o lin  G uhton ,"K arl B arth  and th e  developm ent o f C h r is t ia n  D o c trin e , "&]%, 
XXV (1972 ), p. 172: " B a r th 's  analogy  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  one o f e v e n t ."  See
a ls o  R .W .Jenson,Gad a f t e r  God, p p .95-113.
4 . G.C.Berkouwer, o p . c i t . . p . 191.
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o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  in  v a in .  T h ere fo re , o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  in  
need o f s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  [ 6] As we have seen , o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s ,  i n  a 
word, th e  o b je c t iv e  s id e  o f th e  C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  Yet th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  no t 
s t a t i c  h i s to r y  which i s  i n  th e  p a s t ,  bu t dynamic h is to r y  Which' ta k es  p la ce  even 
now. T h ere fo re , s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  on ly  an o th e r name fo r  th e  dynamic 
c h a ra c te r  o f th e  C h r i s t - h i s to r y ,  That i s  to  say , i n  th e  moment o f  f a i t h  th e  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  ta k e s  p la c e , as  i t  took p la c e  in  th e  p a s t ,  i n  G od 's tim e. S o .th e  
moment o f r e a l  f a i t h  i s  a ls o  not in  o u r .t im e , but i n  G od 's tim e . For " r e a l  
r e v e la t io n  p u ts  man in  G od 's presenoe"(CD  1 /2 , -p,237)*[7] A ccording to  B a rth , i f  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  does no t tak e  p la c e  now, th e n  s o -c a l le d  o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  
"an id o l  l i k e  a l l  th e  r e s t ,  and perhaps th e  w orst o f a l l  idols"(C D  1 /2 , p .2 3 7 ).
5 . Cf. CD IV /2 , p .341 : "The even t o f r e v e la t io n  can tak e  p lace  only
in  th e  a c t  o f w o rsh ip ."  At t h i s  p o in t we must co n s id e r  th e  r e l a t i o n
between th e  p ro p h e tic  o f f ic e  o f C h r is t  and th e  work o f / t h e  Holy S p i r i t .
See IV /3 , p p .317-335. For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f B a rth , see  John 
MoConnachie. The B a r th ia n  Theology and th e  Man o f Today (London; / Hodder 
and S tough ton , 1934), p .244; " F a ith  i t s e l f  i s  r e v e la t io n ,  fo r  i t  i s  th e  
even t from th e  s id e  o f God." See a ls o  Jerome Hamer,K arl B a r th , PPi67> 95, 
179: "The h i s t o r i c a l  ev en t o f f a i t h ,  which i s  id e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  Word,
i s  beyond a l l  human p e rc e p t io n ,"  "For B a rth , f a i t h  i s  a d iv in e  
in te r v e n t io n  t h a t  b y -p asse s  th e  human f a c u l t i e s  o f  i n t e l l e c t  and w i l l . "  
" F a ith ,  g ra c e , p r e d e s t in a t io n  have become p r a c t i c a l l y  synonymous in
B a r th 's  th e o lo g y ."
6 . Cf. CD 1 /2 , p p .2 3 7 f. In  t h i s  sen se , B arth  th in k s  o f  G od's 
r e v e la t io n  a s  "G od 's r e v e la t io n  in  h i s  Son through  th e  S p i r i t . " ( C redo, 
p p .20, 21, 2 2 .2 3 , 130 ,)
7 . T h ere fo re , fo r  B a rth , u n lik e  S ch le ie rm ach er, God i s  no t in  our 
f e e l in g  o f  a b so lu te  dependence, but we a re  in  th e  p resence  o f God i n  f a i t h  
which i s  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f .  T h ere fo re , th e  moment ; o f f a i t h  
does n o t belong to  u s . As f a r  as our ex p erien ce  i s  concerned , pur
fa i th -e x p e r ie n o e  i s  no t a r e a l  f a i t h  and no t i n  G od's tim e. But r e a l  
f a i t h  which i s  beyond, our own f a i th -e x p e r ie n c e  and our knowledge o f God i s  
i n  G od's tim e, th e  tim e o f C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  In  co n n ec tio n  w ith  t h i s ,  i t  i s  
w e ll to  quo te  R ichard  N ie b u h r 's  o b se rv a tio n  on B a r th 's  r e a l is m : " In
a c t u a l i t y  B a r th 's  r e a l is m  must e n l i s t  a s u b je c t iv e  id e a lis m , in  which th e  
s o le ,  a c t in g  s u b je c t  i s  J e su s  C h r is t .  At th e  moment o f encoun ter w ith  th e  
r i s e n  L ord, th e  "know er," who has no th ing  o f h is  own to  c o n tr ib u te  to  th e  
" re c o g n it io n " ,  fad es  i n to  th e  overpow ering s u b je c t iv i ty  o f th e  Son o f 
God"(R e su rre c tio n  and H is to r ic a l  Reason(New York: C h arle s  S c r ib n e r 's
Sons, 1957), p . 4 9 ) . See a ls o  C o lin  Brown,K arl B arth  and th e  C h r is t i a n  
M essage. p p .1 3 6 ff : "W hat.B arth has done i s  to  tra n sp o se  th e  a c t io n  ; o f
j u s t i f i c a t i o n  from th e  en coun ter o f th e  in d iv id u a l  w ith  C h r is t  in  h i s to r y  
to  th e  rea lm  o f a  s u p e r -h is to ry  where i t  i s  o b je c t i f i e d ,  u n iv e rs a l iz e d  and 
a l l  bu t em ptied o f  s u b je c t iv e  re sp o n s e ,"
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But, as we have seen , s in c e  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  God H im self in  His r e v e la t io n ,
r e v e la t io n  a ls o  ta k e s  p lace  now: "And indeed  what ta k e s  p lace  a t  t h i s  p o in t
does in v o lv e  a c o n v ic tio n , an opening up , an uncovering  o f  th e  t r u th  o f 
o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  b e fo re  th e  eyes and e a rs  and th e  h e a r t  o f man"(CD 1 /2 , 
p .2 3 8 ) . Hence, th e re  i s  th e  re v e a le d n e s s  o f  G od's r e v e la t io n ;  t h i s  i s
s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  But th e  re v e a le d n e ss  o f God and H is r e v e la t io n  i s  God 
H im self, th e  Holy S p i r i t . [1 ] S u b je c tiv e  r e v e la t io n ,  th e re f o r e ,  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  
from th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  Holy S p i r i t  i s  in  us o r we a re  in  C h r i s t . [2 ] Hence, i t  i s  
th e  d iv in e  a c t  o f lo rd s h ip ,  th e  m ystery  and th e  m ira c le  o f th e  e x is te n c e  o f God 
among u s ,  th e  trium ph o f  g ra c e , i n  no l e s s  a sense th an  th e  In c a rn a t io n  o f th e  
Word o f God i n  C h r is t .  B arth  sa y s : "For th e  m ystery o f th e  Word o f  God coming
to  us and apprehended by us i s  t h i s :  t h a t  th e  m ystery o f  Je su s  C h r is t  now
stan d s  in  our l i f e  as  a m ira c le , t h a t  a s  God th e re  became man, fo r  t h a t  re a so n  
we h e re  have God"(CD 1 /2 , p .2 6 9 ). T h e re fo re , f a i t h  in  th e  t ru e  sense e x i s t s  in  
th e  f a c t  th a t  we a re  in  J e su s  C h r is t ,  in  C h r is t - h i s to r y  which ta k es  p la ce  now. 
What does B arth  mean by " in  C h r is t" ?
In  a word, t h i s  means t h a t  we have our Lord i n  C h r is t .  B arth  e x p la in s  t h i s  
a s  fo llo w s : ( 1) we have found someone over a g a in s t  u s , from whom we can no
lo n g e r w ithdraw ; (2) we have d isco v e re d  H is supreme a u th o r i ty ,  to  which in  a l l
1. Cf. C redo, p . 130: "By Holy S p i r i t  i s  to  be unders to o d : God who
comes to  man and indeed  comes to  him in  such a way th a t  He i s  known to
him, th a t  man l e t s  h im se lf  be r e c o n c ile d , in  o th e r  w ords, th a t  he b e lie v e s  
in  G od 's Word and Son Je su s  C h r i s t . "
2 . In  t h i s  sen se , fo r  B a rth , th e  d if f e re n c e  between s o - c a l le d  n a tu ra l  
r e v e la t io n  and th e  r e v e la t io n  in  Je su s  C h r is t  l i e s  i n  th e  q u e s tio n  a s  to  
w hether i t  [ r e v e la t io n ]  can  be our p e rc e p tio n  or n o t. Cf. K arl B a r th 's  
Table T a lk , p .56: "What we c a l l  r e v e la t io n  i s  w hat comes to  our
p e rc e p tio n . God can re v e a l  h im se lf  everyw here, in  th e  gard en , in  a ta b le  
e t c . ,  but th e  q u e s tio n  i s :  a r e  we su re  o f i t ?  And i n  Je su s  C h r is t  i n  th e
B ib le  we a re  su re  o f i t .  From th e re  we know th a t  God i s  everyw here. We 
may have g lim pses o u ts id e ,  but I  would no t l i k e  to  c a l l  them r e v e la t io n ."  
In  t h i s  sen se , H artw ell sa y s : "With him [B arth ]  t h i s  r e v e l a t i o n  i s
r e v e la t io n  on ly  i f  i t  i s  rec o g n iz e d , acknowledged and accep ted  by 
m an ."(oD .c i t . . p .6 9 ) .
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our obedience or d iso b ed ien ce  we a re  alw ays r e s p o n s ib le  and s u b je c t ;  ( 3) we a re  
s u b je c t  to  command, in  face  o f which th e re  can be n e i th e r  su b te rfu g e  nor excuse;.
(4) we e x i s t  : i n  an u lt im a te  and most profound i r r e s p o n s i b i l i t y ,  fo r  in  Him we 
alw ays f in d  o u rse lv e s  to  be s in n e r s ;  ( 5) we a re  su b je c t to  a d e f in i t e  fo rm a tio n  
and d i r e c t io n  o f  th e  Lord; and ( 6) we have no concern  fo r  o u rs e lv e s ,  but H is, 
C h r i s t 's  concern , i s  our c o n c e rn .[1 ]
When and where can we be " in  C h r is t" ,  then? When i s  t h i s  p o s s ib le ?  Only 
in  C h r is t - h i s to r y  in  which our j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n  tak e  p la c e . 
Hence, t ru e  f a i t h  which a c tu a l iz e s  th e  c o n d itio n  o f  being  i n  C h r is t  i s  on ly  in  
C h r is t  H im se lf .[2 ] And we have f a i t h  only  in  C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  A ll which i s  
o u ts id e  o f C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  on ly  th e  a ttem p t o f man to  re p la c e  God w ith  o th e r  
th in g s .  And , t h a t  which i s  s im i la r  to  f a i t h  which i s  o u ts id e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  - 
on ly  a form o f  r e l i g io n  which must be a b o lish e d  by th e  C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  Only • 
what e x i s t s  i n  C h r is t  i s  b e l i e f  or f a i t h ,  a l l  t h a t  which i s  o u ts id e  
C h r is t - h i s to r y ,  which i s  i n  G od 's tim e, i s  r e l i g io n  as  u n b e l ie f .  Even th e  
C h r is t ia n  r e l i g io n ,  as f a r  as i t s  e x is te n c e  in  our tim e i s  concerned , i s  no t 
d i f f e r e n t  from apy o th e r  r e l i g io n .  But i t  can become th e  tru e  r e l i g i o n  in  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  and th e r e f o r e  in  G od 's tim e . B arth  say s : "T hat th e re  i s  a tru e
r e l i g io n  i s  an ev en t in  th e  a c t  o f th e  g race  o f  God i n  Je su s  C h r is t .  To be even 
more p r e c is e ,  i t  i s  an év en t i n  th e  ou tp o u rin g  o f  th e  Holy S p i r i t .  ^To be even 
more p r e c is e ,  i t  i s  an ev en t in  th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  Church and th e  c h i ld re n  o f  
God"(CD 1 /2 , p .3 4 4 ). Of c o u rse , when B arth  speaks o f  th e  Church, he im p lie s  ; 
even th e  v i s ib l e  Church in  our tim e . But, acco rd ing  to  B a rth , "from th e  
s ta n d p o in t o f t h e i r  [C h u rc h 's ]  own a c t i v i t y  as such , they  do no t s tan d  ou t 
d e c is iv e ly  aboyé th e  g e n e ra l le v e l  o f r e l ig io u s  h i s to r y .  They do riot escape th e
1. Cf. CD 1 /2 , p p .270-279.
2 . C f. K arl B a r th 's  T ab le  T a lk , p .69.
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d iv in e  a c c u sa tio n  o f  id o la t r y  and se lf - r ig h te o u sn e ss" (C D  1 /2 , p .3 4 4 ). Only i f  
they  a re  i n  C h r is t ,  can they  be c a l le d  th e  Church,..and th e  c h i ld r e n  o f God. They 
them selves a re  not members o f  th e  t ru e  Church, but th o se  who a r e  in  J e s u s -C h r is t  
a r e  members o f  th e  tru e  C hurch .[1 ] Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  in  G od 's tim e , c r e a te s ,  
e l e c t s ,  j u s t i f i e s ,  and s a n c t i f i e s  C h r is t ia n  r e l i g io n  in  His own tim e . (C f, CD 
1 /1 , p p .346 -361 ). T h e re fo re , a s  th e  o b je c t o f C h r i s t 's  c r e a t io n ,  e l e c t io n ,  
j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n ,  a l l  belong to  C h r is t - h i s to r y  and th e re fo re  to  
G od 's t im e .[2 ]
We can b e t te r  u n d ers tan d  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n  when we compare t h i s  w ith  
B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  form o f th e  Word o f  God and th e  
Word o f God i t s e l f .  A ccording to  B arth , th o se  th in g s  i n  our tim e which a re  th e  
form o f th e  Word o f  God (w hether th e  H is to r ic a l  J e s u s , th e  S c r ip tu r e s ,  or th e  
Church P ro c lam ation ) a r e  not i n  them selves th e  Word o f G od.[3 ] But even though 
they  a re  not th e  Word o f  God i n  th em se lv es , they  become th e  Word o f  God i n  G od's 
hands and i n  G od's t im e .[4 ] , In  th e  hands o f  God th e re  ta k e s  p la ce  th e  
In c a rn a t io n  o f  the.W ord o f  God. Because o f t h i s ,  they  become from tim e to  tim e 
w hat they a re  no t in  th e m se lv e s .[5 ]
1. But., acco rd in g  to  B a rth , th e  tru e  membership o f th e  tru e  Church i n  
J e s u s -C h r is t  i s  n o t co n fin ed  to  th e  C h r is t ia n  Church i n c u r  tim e. See 
B a r th 's  answer to  a  s tu d e n t 's  q u e s tio n : {question}  i^Do you u n d ers tan d  th e
"Body o f C h r is t"  o n to lo g ic a l ly  o r m e tap h o ric a lly ? ! ' {Answer} " I t  i s
c e r t a in ly  a m etaphor, bu t à v e ry  expensive  one^ We cannot: e x p re s s  t h i s  
t r u th  w ith o u t m e tap h o ric a l language: C h r is t ,  th e  Head; we th e  Church,
His Body. Not everyone i s  i n  th e  Body o f  C h r is t .  That i s  c le a r  i n  th e
New T estam ent. th e  Body i s  made up o f  c a l le d ,  h e a r in g , a c c e p tin g  
b e lie v e rs*  But everyone i s  a v i r t u a l  member o f  th e  Body. No one i s
ex c lu d ed "(K arl B a r th 's  T able T a lk , p . 15) See a l s o ,  "My p o in t  i n
an th ropo logy  i s  t h a t  every  man i s  a  v i r t u a l  b ro th e r  o f C h r is t ,  because th e  
whole w orld i s  h ea led  i n  and th rough  C h r is t" ( ib id i .)  .
2 . In  t h i s  se n se , fo r  B a rth , th e  r e a l  Church i s  an  'e v e n t ' th a t  
happens i n  G od 's tim e. T his p o in t i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  B a r th 's  view o f 
th e  p ro c lam atio n  in  th e  v i s i b l e  church . Both p ro c la m a tio n  and Church a re
no t in  G od's tim e . However, i n  G od 's tim e they  become th e  Word o f God and
th e  r e a l  Church. C f.K arl B a r th 's  T ab le  T a lk . p p . 4 l f f . , e s p . : "The church
e x i s t s  only  as an  ev en t o f th e  Word . . . .  Word i s  a l iv in g  r e a l i t y  . . . .  
I t  e x i s t s  i n  G od 's a c t io n  tow ard u s . . , .  [ " I s  th e  "body" o f  C h r is t  an
e v e n t? " ]  Yes, b o d ily  e x is te n c e  i s  an  e v e n t" ( p . 4 1 ).
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That we a re  " in  C h r is t"  can  be understood  i n  t h i s  way. As f a r  as we a re
concerned; we a re  not j u s t i f e d  and s a n c t i f i e d .  But in  so f a r  as we a re  in
C h r is t ,  we have a lre a d y  been j u s t i f i e d  and th e  p e r f e c t ly  s a n c t i f i e d .  In  C h r is t
we a re  th a t  we a re  n o t. B arth  s t a t e s ;
" In  C h r is t  th e  d iv in e  pardon ing  i s  no t a re m iss io n  "as  i f "  man w ere no t a 
s in n e r .  As pardon ing , i t  i s  th e  c r e a t iv e  work o f  God, in  th e  power o f 
which man, even a s  th e  o ld  man th a t  he was and he s t i l l  i s ,  i s  no lo n g e r 
t h a t  man, but a lre a d v  an o th e r man, th e  man he w i l l  be , th e  new man"(CD 
IV /1 , p .5 9 6 ) .
And a g a in :
"He a lone on whom they  look ta k e s  from th a t  which they do, t h e i r  l i f t i n g  
up o f  th em selv es , th e  d o u b tfu l and q u e s tio n a b le  c h a ra c te r  from which i t  i s  
never f r e e  i n  and fo r  i t s e l f . . . .  He a lone s a n c t i f i e s  i t  Jül a c c e p tin g  ü  
a s  p e r f e c t , and th e re f o r e  by c o n t in u a lly  ju s t i f y in g  i t .  He a lone g iv e s  to  
i t  h e re  below in  th e  w orld , where th e se  men a ls o  e x i s t ,  th e  power and
s ig n if ic a n c e  o f a r i g h t  answer to  H is s e l f - a t t e s t a t i o n  and th e r e f o r e  o f a
w itn e ss  to  th e  s a n c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  man && accom plished i n  Him (CD IV /2 , 
p .528, see  a ls o  p p .592f . ) .
T h ere fo re , th e  j u s t i f i c a t i o n  and s a n c t i f i c a t i o n  o f  an in d iv id u a l  b e l ie v e r  and
th e  community a re  a lre a d y  accom plished o r  p e r fe c te d  i n  Je su s  C h r is t .  But t h i s
does no t mean th a t  i n  th e  H is to r ic a l  l i f e  o f  th e  H is to r ic a l  J e s u s ,  a l l  o f th e se
th in g s  a re  accom plished , but t h a t  i n  th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  which ta k e s  p la ce  even
now as  i t  had ta k en  p la ce  y e s te rd a y , a l l  o f th e se  th in g s  a re  accom plished .
Hence, what a re  j u s t i f i e d  and s a n c t i f i e d  a r e  not i n  our tim e; they  a re  only  in
C h r is t - h i s to r y .  That we a re  i n  C h r is t ,  th e re fo re ,  means t h a t  we a re  i n
, 3* Even though th e re  i s  room fo r  d is c u s s io n  in  th e  case  o f  th e
H is to r ic a l  J e s u s ,  i t  seems to  me a t  l e a s t ,  i n  th e  l i g h t  o f B a r th 's  w hole
th r u s t  in  h i s  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , th a t  to  i n t e r p r e t  B a r th 's  view o f  th e
H is to r ic a l  Je su s  a s  such i s  th e  r i g h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  For a s im i la r
in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  see  C h arles  W aldrop, "K arl B a r th 's  Concept o f th e  D iv in i ty  
o f  Je su s  C h r is t ,"  H arvard T h eo lo g ica l Review. LXXIV (1 9 8 1 ), p p .2 4 ? f f . ,
e s p . , p .248: "A lthough B arth  does no t say e x p l i c i t l y  th a t  th e  " i s "  i n
"Je su s  o f  N azareth  i s  th e  Word o f  God" i s  an  " i s "  o f  becoming, what he 
say s  seems to  le a d  d i r e c t l y  to  t h a t  c o n c lu s io n ,"
4. Cf. CD 1 /1 , p . 156 : "Thus God re v e a ls  H im self in  p ro p o s it io n s  by
means o f  language , and . hümàn language a t  t h a t ,  to  th e  e f f e c t  t h a t  from
tim e to  tim e such and such a w ord, spoken by th e  p ro p h e ts  and a p o s t le s  and
procla im ed  i n  th e  Church, be comes His Word."
5. For exam ple, see  K arl B a r th 's  T able T a lk , p .2 6 : "For me th e  Word 
o f  God i a  a happen ing , no t a th in g . Therefore^ th e  B ib le  must become th e  
Word o f  God, and i t  does t h i s  th rough  th e  work o f  th e  S p i r i t . "
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C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  A ccording, to  B a rth , t h i s  i s  th e  f i r s t  meaning o f  f a i t h .  
However, f a i t h  d e fin e d  a s  such i s  no t i n  our tim e, bu t only  in  Je su s  C h r i s t . [1] 
As f a r  as we who a r e  i n  our tim e a re  concerned , we a re  on ly  u n b e lie v e rs  and 
s in n e r s .  But in  C h r i s t - h i s to r y ,  we a re  th e  j u s t i f i e d  and th e  s a n c t i f i e d .
In  t h i s  co n n ec tio n  we can c o n s id e r  th e  second form o f f a i t h  i n  B a r th 's  
th e o lo g y . As we have seen  in  th e  l a s t  p a rag rap h , B arth  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  r e a l  f a i t h  
i s  on ly  in  Je su s  C h r is t .  Hence, i n  a sense  th e  Only one who has th e  f i r s t  form 
o f f a i t h  ( r e a l  f a i t h )  i s  Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  in  C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  However, B arth  
does no t mean to  im ply by t h i s  l i n e  o f though t th a t  man cannot be a b e lie v in g  
s u b je c t .  The b e l i e f  in  God and th e  knowledge of God i n  our b e l i e f  in  our tim e 
a re  human b e l i e f  and human knowledge o f God and th e re fo re  both our knowledge o f  
o f God and b e l i e f  in  God a r e  human u n d erta k in g  and a c t io n .  However, our b e l i e f  
and our knowledge o f God in  our tim e a re  not id e n t ic a l  w ith  r e a l  f a i t h  which we 
have d isc u sse d  i n  th e  l a s t  few p a rag rap h s . So I  have su ggested  th a t  i t  i s  
n ece ssa ry  to  d is t in g u is h  th e  f i r s t  form o f f a i t h  ( r e a l  f a i t h )  and th e  second 
form o f f a i t h  (ou r f a i t h  i n  our t im e ) . [2 ] In  th e  next few p a rag rap h s , I  s h a l l  
t r y  to  draw ou t th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  th e  second form o f  f a i t h  from B a r th 's  
d is c u s s io n  o f f a i t h  in  r e v e la t io n .
1. In  a se n se , t h i s  f a i t h  i s  th e  f a i t h  o f Je su s  C h r is t .  Cf. K arl
B arth , "Gospel and Law," i n  God. G race. and G ospe l, t r a n s .  James
S tra th e a ra n  McNab (Edinburgh and London: O liv e r  and Boyd, 1959)» pp.
I l f . :  "G od's g race  i s  J e su s  C h r is t  who s tan d s  fo r  us w ith  His Humanity.
And He s tan d s  fo r  us bv b e l ie v in g  in  our p la c e , which means say in g  Yes to  
G od's m ajesty  and co n seq u en tly  to  m an 's m ise ry . In  t h i s  f a i t h  o f His He 
c a r r ie d  ou t once and f o r  a l l  what God w ants w ith  man and from man; He
f u l f i l l e d  th e  Law and k ep t a l l  th e  commandment . . . .  And th e re f o r e  t h i s
f a i t h  o f Je su s  C h r is t  which i s  th e  co re  o f th e  Gospel ta k e s ,  when th e  
Gospel becomes m a n ife s t,  t h a t  form which demands confo rm ity  and so becomes 
th e  commandment i n  a l l  commandments, th e  p r in c ip le  o f our c le a n in g , 
s a n c t i f i c a t i o n  and ren ew al, th e  one th in g  i n  a l l  th o se  th in g s  t h a t  th e  
Church has to  say to  i t s e l f  and to  th e  w o rld ."
2 . John MoConnachie a ls o  p o in ts  ou t th a t  B arth  d is t in g u is h e s  th e  r e a l  
f a i t h  and our f a i th - e x p e r ie n c e :  "B arth  d is t in g u is h e s  between two k in d s o f
e x p e rien ce : ex p e rien ce  a s  a m eeting w ith  God i n  H is Word and ex p e rien ce
a s  a human p sy ch ic  c o n sc io u sn e ss" ( o p . c i t . . p .2 4 7 ). See a ls o  P e te r  
Monsma,o p .c i t . . p p .119-125.
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F i r s t  o f a l l ,  th e  o b je c t o f our f a i t h  in  our tim e i s  g iv e n  in  th e  moment 
o f  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  and th e r e f o r e  in  th e  moment o f f a i t h  which i s  in  
C h r i s t - h i s to r y .  There i s  no r e v e l a t i o n  which we must b e lie v e  b e fo re  s u b je c t iv e  
r e v e la t io n .  For o b je c tiv e  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  on ly  in  G od 's tim e . Hence, b e fo re  
s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  or th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  in  u s , th e re  i s  i n  f a c t  no o b je c t 
which we have to  b e l ie v e , even though o b je c tiv e  r e v e la t io n  happened i n  th e  p a s t .  
The o b je c t o f f a i t h  i s  g iv e n  to  us on ly  in  or a f t e r  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .
Secondly , when we b e lie v e  i n  God through s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  we do not 
know God. This does no t on ly  mean th a t  when we b e lie v e  i n  God, we do not 
comprehend God, but t h a t  when we have f a i t h  in  God, we do no t know God a t  a l l  or 
we know th a t  we do not know God, For God r e v e a ls  H im self in  th e  form th a t  He 
re v e a ls  h im se lf  w holly and He v e i l s  H im self w h o lly .[1 ] F u rtherm ore , we can know 
God on ly  in  C h r is t ;  bu t we do not know God i n  o u r s e lv e s . [2 ] I t  i s  no t th e  case 
th a t  w hereas (1) we do not know God b e fo re  our f a i t h ,  (2) now by f a i t h  we know 
God. These two s ta te m e n ts , fo r  B a rth , cannot be p laced  i n  a tem poral sequence. 
Of c o u rse , we do not know God b e fo re  we have f a i t h .  But even a f t e r  we have 
f a i t h ,  we do no t know God, fo r  on ly  in  C h r is t  do we know God th rough an a n a lo g ia  
f i d e i . And a s  we have seen , th e  analogy  o f  f a i t h  i s  on ly  in  th e  moment o f G od 's 
a c t  o f r e v e la t io n .  T h ere fo re , as f a r  as we who a r e  in  our tim e a re  concerned , 
we do no t know God a t  a l l  even we have re c e iv e d  th e  f a i th -e x p e r ie n c e  or th e  
C h r is t - h i s to r y  has ta k en  p la c e . Of c o u rse , th e re  a re  some t r a c e s  o f  r e v e la t io n  
i n  our tim e. And we can know th e se  t r a c e s .  In  t h i s  se n se , our knowledge o f God 
which i s  in  G od 's tim e, in  so f a r  as i t  i s  a  kind o f  knowledge, b e a rs  a form al 
s im i la r i ty  to  a l l  o th e r  know ledge(C f. CD I I / 1 ,  p .2 1 ) . However, s in c e  t ru e
1. Cf. A.B.Come,OP.c i t . , p . 171; H.Ü. von B a l th a s a r .op. c i t . . p .63 . 
See a ls o  P e te r  Monsma,o p .c i t . , p p .121-130.
2 . In  t h i s  s e n se , th e  fo llo w in g  q u e s tio n  o f  B a lth a s a r  about theo lo g y  
f i t s  w e ll w ith  B a r th 's  in t e n t io n :  " I s  i t  [ th eo lo g y ] g e n e ra l enough and 
empty enough to  embrace th e  R e v e la tio n  happening w ith o u t damaging 
i t ? " ( o p . c i t . , p .2 1 1 ).
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knowledge o f God i s  on ly  in  th e  a c t  o f God, i t  does no t s ta y  in  our tim e. The 
t r a c e s  cannot be id e n t i f i e d  w ith  th e  t ru e  knowledge o f God which i s  i n  G od's 
tim e . Hence, as soon a s  we th in k  th a t  our knowledge o f God i n  our tim e i s  a 
r i g h t  or p ro p er one, our knowledge o f God i s  no t a p ro p er one. For even though 
God does become an o b je c t  o f human knowledge, and even though man h im se lf  i s  
g iv e n  an a c t iv e  r o le  i n  t h a t  know ledge, i t  i s  s t i l l  a knowledge which God a lone  
can i n i t i a t e  and b rin g  to  completion(CD I I / 1 ,  p . 6 9 ) . I t  rem ains w ho lly  
co n tin g e n t upon th e  d e c is iv e  a c t io n  o f  God. Only in  C h r is t - h i s to r y  does i t
become a tru e  knowledge o f God. Hence, what we ex p ress  in  our tim e about God 
and His r e v e la t io n  i s  no t a p ro p er one. Our p re a c h in g , th e  Sunday-school
le s s o n ,  a p e rso n a l word o f te s tim o n y , o r a th e o lo g ic a l  t r e a t i s e  -----  a l l  o f th e se
th in g s  i n  them selves a re  no t t r u th s  which ex p re ss  God and h i s  r e v e la t io n .  But 
only  in  C h r is t - h i s to r y ,  th e se  th in g s  can become th e  Word o f God. Thus, what i s  
i n  our tim e i s  no t t r u th  in  th e  r e a l  sense  o f th e  word. And i t  does n o t even 
have an a n a lo g ic a l  r e l a t i o n  to  G od's r e v e la t io n .  But in  G od's tim e i t  can 
become a  tru e  e x p re s s io n  o f  God and h i s  r e v e la t io n .  [1 ] T h e re fo re , a s  f a r  as th e  
form al form i s  concerned , f a i t h  i s  to  b e l ie v e  what i s  no t t r u t h ,  or we may say
th a t  f a i t h  i s  to  b e lie v e  i n  s p i t e  o f th e  u n tru th n e s s  o f our knowledge o f God in
our tim e. So B arth  em phasizes th e  f a c t  th a t  we b e lie v e  in  God h im se lf ,  no t in  
th e  th in g s  about God. In  s p i t e  o f  th e  inadequacy o f our knowledge, we can
b e lie v e  i n  God who re v e a ls  H im self through i t .  A ccording to  B arth , r e v e la t io n
1. T h ere fo re , B arth  say s  t h a t  even though i t  [human knowledge o f God 
o r human e x p re s s io n  o f  G od 's r e v e la t io n ]  i n  i t s e l f  i s  no t th e  t r u th  and 
th e  tru e  knowledge o f God, i t  becomes and i s .  t r u e  because o f G od 's 
r e v e la t io n :  "The human knowledge o f God becomes and i s  tru e  because God
i s  t r u l y  God i n  His r e v e la t io n ;  because His r e v e la t io n  i s  t r u e  a s  such; 
because i n  i t  He t r u ly  c la im s human th in k in g  and sp eak in g ; because by i t  
He upholds us a s  th o se  whp th in k  o f  Him and speak  o f  Him in  h u m ility  
b e fo re  Him"(CD I I / 1 ,  p .2 l4 ) .  However, as we can g uess on th e  b a s is  o f
B a r th 's  u su a l argum ent, B arth  im m ediately  adds to  t h i s  passage th a t  "our 
knowing has i t s  v e r a c i ty  from i t s  goal"(CD I I / 1 ,  p .2 1 5 ). That i s  to  say 
our knowledge o f God i s  t r u e  on ly  in  th e  work o f th e  Holy S p i r i t .  See 
a ls o  K arl B art b ’g .Table p p .29- 3 1 .
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i t s e l f  makes us b e lie v e  i n  s p i te  o f th e  u n tru th n e s s  o f  th e  e x te rn a l  e x p re s s io n  
o f  th e  r e v e l a t i o n . [2 ] I f  we say th a t  what we b e lie v e  o r know i s  t r u t h ,  fo r  
B a rth , th a t  means t h a t  God i s  co n fin ed  to  our f a i t h  and our knowledge. But God 
must be f r e e  even in  His r e v e la t io n .  What i s  in  our tim e i s  no t God H im self and 
th e re f o r e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  bu t i t  can become G od 's r e v e la t io n  i n
C h r i s t - h i s to r y .
T h ird ly , our f a i t h  i s  on ly  hope, as f a r  as we who a r e  i n  our tim e a re
concerned . What was s a id  about f a i t h  in  G od's tim e i s  on ly  in  G od 's tim e , so
th a t  f a i t h  in  G od's tim e i s  an  e s c h to lo g ic a l  f a i t h .  T h e re fo re , f a i t h  i n  G od's
tim e i s  no t y e t  g iv e n  to  u s . And as f a r  as we who a re  in  our tim e a re
concerned , we can hope th a t  one day we could  be c e r t a in  th a t  our f a i t h  i s  th e
r i g h t  o n e .[ 3] B arth  say s;
"E very th ing  t h a t  i s  to  be s a id  about th e  man who r e c e iv e s  th e  Holy S p i r i t  
i s  i n  th e  New Testam ent sense  an  e s c h a to lb g ic a l  pronouncem ent.
E sc h a to lo g ic a l means no t "w ith  an im proper or u n re a l i n t e n t , "  b u t " r e la te d  
to  th e  e sc h a to n . i . e . ,  to  w hat from our p o in t o f  view i s  s t i l l  in  a r r e a r s
fo r  our ex p erien ce  and th o u g h t, to  th e  e te r n a l  r e a l i t y  o f  th e  d iv in e
fu lf i lm e n t  and co m p le tio n . P re c is e ly  only  e s c h a to lo g ic a l  pronouncem ents,
i . e . ,  pronouncem ents r e l a t e d  to  t h i s  e t e r n a l  r e a l i t y ,  may, as
pronouncem ents upon tem poral c irc u m stan c es , c la im  to  have a  r e a l  and 
p ro p er in te n t io n .  Or how could  man be a b le  to  in te n d  an y th in g  more r e a l  
and more p ro p er th a n  th e  t r u th  in  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  r e la tio n ." (C D  1 /1 ,
p p .5 3 0 f .) .
T h e re fo re , fo r  B arth , what i s  f u l f i l l e d  and what i s  com pleted i s  only  in  God, in  
th e  e te r n a l  realm . T h e re fo re , t h a t  has no l i m i t ,  and i s  no t m erely r e l a t e d  to
2 . Cf. CD I I / 1 ,  p .229: "For example, th e  words " f a th e r "  and "son" 
do no t f i r s t  and p ro p e r ly  have t h e i r  t r u th  a t  th e  p o in t o f re fe re n c e  to
th e  u n d erly in g  view s and co n cep ts  i n  our though t and lan g u ag e ...................
They have i t  f i r s t  and p ro p e r ly  a t  a  p o in t to  w hich, as our w ords, they 
cannot r e f e r  a t  a l l ,  bu t to  w hich, on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  g race  o f th e  
r e v e la t io n  o f God, they  may r e f e r ,  and on th e  b a s is  o f  th e  la w fu l c la im  of 
God th e  C re a to r , they  even must r e f e r ,  and th e re fo re  on th e  b a s is  o f t h i s
p e rm issio n  and com pulsion, they  can a c tu a l ly  r e f e r  ----  i n  t h e i r
a p p l ic a t io n  to  God, i n  th e  d o c tr in e  o f T r in i ty ."  See a ls o  J.H am er, K arl 
B a r th , p .68. And a g a in  Thomas W. Q g le tre e .o p .c i t . . p . 128 and Leonard de 
Moore, "The Concept o f  R e v e la tio n  i n  B a r th ia n ism ," The Jo u rn a l o f
XVII (1937), p . 137.
3 . For a s im i la r  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  B a rth , see  P.Monsma.o p .c i t . . p . 144.
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an eao h a to n . but i s  i t s e l f  th e  e so h a to n . But " th a t  i s  th e  th in g  we canno t say
o f th e  man we know, even and above a l l  in  f a i t h .  He does not l i v e  an e t e r n a l
l i f e .  That i s  and rem ains th e  p re d ic a te  o f God, o f th e  Holy S p irit"(G D  1 /1 , 
p .5 3 1 ). We, as  o u rs e lv e s ,  a re  alw ays poor. Men rem ain  a s  th e  same men a s  they
were b e fo re  they ex p erien ce  th e  r e v e la t io n  in  G od's tim e . Of c o u rse ,; f a i t h  i s
a ls o  our d e c is io n , c o n fe s s io n  o r t r u s t .  And i t  c a l l s  fo r  th e  e x e rc is e  o f our 
i n t e l l e c t  and w ill(C D  1 /1 , p p .2 6 8 f .) .  But a l l  o f th e se  i n  our tim e a r e  not 
d i r e c t l y  i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  f a i t h  in  a  r e a l  sense  by B a rth , even though he h im se lf  
sometimes c a l l s  th e se  f a i t h .  A ccording to  B arth  t h i s  i s  th e  r i g h t  a t t i t u d e  o f 
th e  man who looks fo r  ev e ry th in g  from G od 's hands: " I t  i s  on ly  en pneum ati th a t
we can and s h a l l  w ish , one way and th e  o th e r ,  to  tu rn  from o u rse lv e s  to ,G od , to  
pray to  God, but no t to  co n s id e r  God o r d isp o se  o f God. But once more he a lone  
p ray s  who. looks fo r  ev e ry th in g  a t  G od 's hand. And once more he alone lo o k s fo r  
e v e ry th in g  a t  G od's hand who lo o k s fo r  no th ing  a t  h i s  hand"(CD 1 /1 , p .5 3 2 ).
To sum up B a r th 's  form al form Of f a i t h :  F a ith  in  i t s  form al sense  in  our 
tim e i s  to  acc ep t th e  f a c t  . t h a t  a l l  tilin g s  which a re  accom plished i n  Je su s  
C h r is t  i n  C h r is t - h i s to r y  a re  in  G od 's h a n d .[13 Hence, i t  [ f a i t h  i n  th e  second 
sense  o f  th e  word] s t a r t s  to  know God and His r e v e la t io n  in  th e  moment o f 
s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  bu t w hat we know in  our tim e i s  on ly  a  h a l f - t r u t h  or a 
l im ite d  t r u th  about th e  r e v e l a t i o n  and God H im self, so t h a t  su re  knowledge of 
God and o f His r e v e la t io n  rem ains on ly  as a hope, only  as a p rom ise . Why can we 
no t go f u r th e r  i n  our tim e? Because God re v e a ls  H im self to  us on ly  in  in d i r e c t  
r e v e la t io n .  That i s  to  say , s in c e  God w holly  re v e a ls  H im self and a ls o  a t  th e  
same tim e w holly  v e i l s  H im self, we cannot go f u r th e r  th a n  to  know God on ly  in  
hope or as a prom ise . Because God i s  f r e e  even i n  H is r e v e la t io n ,  we cannot
1. In  t h i s  se n se , th e re  i s  B a r th 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  f a i t h  as " t r u s t . "  ;|
For th e  f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  o f  t h i s  problem , see  Jerome Hamer.K arl B a r th . - I
pp .159-170 . J
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know God i n  r e a l i t y ,  but only  in  p rom ise .
T h e re fo re , fo r  B a rth , f a i t h  has i t s  r e a l  o b je c t on ly  in  G od's tim e . The
o b je c t o f  f a i t h  i s  no t g iv e n  to  us in  our tim e. What i s  i n  our tim e which i s
s im i la r  to  t h i s  o b je c t i s  our knowledge o f God, i s  a very  in ad eq u a te  knowledge. 
So we must b e lie v e  in  God who i s  i n  G od 's tim e and i n  h i s  r e v e la t io n  in  s p i t e  o f 
th e  inadequacy o f our knowledge o f God. The inadequacy o f  th e  r é v é la t io n  which 
i s  ex p ressed  in  our tim e i s  no t due to  our s in  o r our l im ite d n e s s ,  bu t to  th e  
s p e c ia l  c h a ra c te r  o f th e  r e v e la t io n .  And th e  re a so n  why we b e lie v e  i n  God in  
s p i te  o f  th e  inadequacy o f  our knowledge o f th e  r e v e la t io n  o f  God, l i e s  i n  th e  
inadequacy o f th e  e x p re s s io n  o f G od 's r e v e la t io n .  And t h i s  inadequacy i s  a 
n ecessa ry  th in g , because r e v e la t io n ,  as God who i s  i n  H is r e v e la t io n ,  cannot be 
ex p ressed  ad eq u a te ly  in  our tim e . Only in  G od 's tim e does r e v e la t io n  re v e a l 
i t s e l f  p ro p e r ly . In  our tim e i t  i s  d i s to r t e d  o r changed in to  som ething which i s  
p ro p er to  our tim e. T h e re fo re , we cannot f in d  G od 's r e v e la t io n ,  and ac c o rd in g ly  
God, in  our tim e.
Now we a re  ready  to  compare B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  in d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n
w ith  th a t  o f  K ierk eg aard . As we s h a l l  see  in  c h a p te r  I I I ,  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e
in c o g n ito  o f C h r is t  i s  a very  im p o rtan t co ncep t. According to  K ierkegaard  Je su s  
i s  th e  God-man. That i s  to  say , Je su s  i s  an in d iv id u a l  man who i s  a ls o  God. 
The in c o g n ito  o f Je su s  C h r is t  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from th e  f a c t  o f  th e  God-man, He 
as  God i s  no t f l e s h  and b lood , but he became an  in d iv id u a l  man o f f le s h  and 
b lood . T his i s  th e  cause o f th e  o ffe n c e . He i s  God, bu t chooses to  become an 
in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  r e v e a le r  and redeem er o f men.
What i s  im p o rtan t a t  t h i s  p o in t i s  th a t  K ierkegaard  th in k s  t h a t  t h i s  
in d i r e c t  com m unication o f God i s  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f .  For K ierk eg aard , th e re  i s  
no o th e r  r e v e la t io n  th a t  w i l l  be g iv e n  about God ex cep t t h i s  in d i r e c t
■ i - ;
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com m unication. ' That i s  to .  say , fo r  K ierk eg aard , th e re  i s  ho p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
knowing God excep t th rough th i s  in d i r e c t  com m unication. Of c o u rse , fo r  
K ierk eg aard , we do not by our power acc ep t t h i s  f a c t  as  r e v e la t io n .  Only when 
God g iv e s  th e  c o n d itio n  to  u n d ers tan d  t h i s  i n d i r e c t  com m unication, can we have 
f a i t h  i n  t h i s  f a c t .  However, K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  G od-given 
c o n d itio n  i s  very  d i f f e r e n t  from B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  
L et us b r ie f ly  d is c u s s  t h i s  problem .
In  some re s p e c ts  they  look  s im i la r .  According to  B a rth , " s u b je c t iv e  
r e v e la t io n  i s  no t th e  a d d i t io n  o f a second r e v e la t io n  to  o b je c tiv e  r e v e la t io n .  
. . . .  S u b je c tiv e  r e v e la t io n  can be on ly  th e  r e p e t i t i o n ,  th e  im p ress, th e  s e a lin g  
o f  o b je c tiv e  r e v e la t io n  upon u s; o r ,  from our p o in t ,o f  view , our own d isc o v e ry , 
acknowledgement and a f f i rm a t io n  o f it ," (C D  1 /2 , p p .2 3 8 f .) In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,
s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  seems s im i la r  to  th e  G od-given c o n d itio n . F o r, 
K ierkegaard  a ls o  th in k s  t h a t  th e  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  i s  no t an  a d d i t io n  to  th e  
even t o f th e  God-man. And i n  t h a t  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Paradox o f  th e  God-man and 
B a r th 's  o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  a re  not u n d erstood  by man, they  a re  s im i la r .  And 
th e  f a c t  t h a t  both K ierkegaard  and B arth  im ply th e  testim onium  S b ir i tu s  S a n c ti 
in te rn u m , when they  speak o f  th e  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  and o f  th e  s u b je c t iv e ,  a lso  
can be p o in ted  to  as a s im ila r i ty E  1 ]. However, even though B arth  and 
K ierkegaard  seem to  have some s i m i l a r i t i e s  h e re , they  a re  b a s ic a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  
from each o th e r  in  th e  fo llo w in g  ways.
F i r s t ,  w hereas K ie rk e g a a rd 's  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  i s  th e  c o n d itio n  g iv e n  to  
un d ers tan d  th a t  t h i s  i s  th e  th e  Paradox which has a lre a d y  been g iv e n  i n  tim e and 
h is to r y  <th e re f o r e ,  th e  Paradox was th e re  and r e je c te d  by our re a so n  b e fo re  God 
g iv e s  th e  c o n d i t io n ) , s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  b rin g in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  which
1. Cf. CD 1 /2 , C hapter I I ,  P a r t  3; P h ilo s o p h ic a l F ragm ents, 
pp. 78-80 , 190.
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i s  i n  Je su s  C h r is t  who i s  in  G od 's tim e ( th e r e fo re ,  th e re  was no th ing  which must
be b e lie v e d  and r e je c te d  by us b e fo re  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e l a t i o n ) .  A ccording to
B arth , th e  problem o f s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  b reaks up, once a g a in , in to  two
q u e s tio n s : " (1 ) How does r e v e l a t i o n  come from C h r is t  to  man? and (2) How, as
such , does i t  come in to  man?"(CD 1 /2 , p .2 2 2 ). The re a so n  why th e  f i r s t  q u e s tio n
must be in c lu d ed  i n  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  l i e s  in  th e  c h a ra c te r , o f o b je c t iv e
r e v e la t io n .  As we have seen , C h r is t - h i s to r y  does not happen in  our tim e and dur
h is to r y ,  but on ly  in  G od's tim e . T h ere fo re , w ith  o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  th e
t r u th  o f God cannot be re v e a le d  to  anyone; T his does no t mean th a t.m an  does not
want to  a cc ep t th e  r e v e la t io n  o f  God, but t h a t ,  in  accordance w ith  th e  n a tu re
(o f  r e v e l a t i o n ) ,  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  see  th e  r e v e la t io n ,  fo r  i t  i s  n o t i n  our
tim e. T h ere fo re , in  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e l a t i o n  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  must be g iv e n ,
and t h a t  b e fo re  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e l a t i o n  th e re  i s  no o b je c t  o f f a i t h  in  our tim e.
B arth  b e l ie v e s  t h a t  th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  th e  a c t  o f God which ta k es  p la c e  now
and w i l l  take  p lace  tomorrow as i t  took p la c e  y e s te rd a y , in  G od's tim e. Hehoe,
fo r  B arth  o b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  g iv e n  i n  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  B arth  say s :
" I t  i s  no t th a t  th e re  a r e ,  as  i t  w ere, two d i f f e r e n t  p o in ts :  a t  th e  one
th e  Son o f  God assumes hum anity ; and th e n , a t  q u i te  a d i f f e r e n t  p o in t ,  
th e  q u e s tio n  o f our d e s tin y  i s  n e c e s s a r i ly  r a is e d  and . ahsw ered. In  th e
one r e a l i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  He i s ,  i n  His assumed hum anity , th e  Son o f  God
from e t e r n i ty ,  as we, fo r  H is sak e , a re  by g race  th e  c h i ld re n  o f God from 
e te rh ity " (C D  1 /2 , p ,2 3 8 ).
In  c o n t ra s t  to  t h i s ,  fo r  K ierkegaard  C h r is t  who i s  i n  h i s  h u m ilia t io n  i s  th e
r e v e a le r .  Even though peop le  do no t acc ep t t h i s  f a c t .  He rem ains th e  r e v e a le r .
The c o n d itio n  fo r  u n d ers tan d in g  t h i s  Paradox, fo r  K ie rk eg aard , i s  no t c a l le d
re v e la t io n .  The c o n te n ts  o f  r e v e la t io n  have a lre a d y  been g iv e n  in  th e  h is to r y
o f J e s u s ,  th a t  i s  to  say C h r is t  who i s  in  h i s  h u m ilia tio n .
Secondly , th e re fo re ,  w hereas B arth  a s s e r t s  th a t  th e  o b je c t  o f f a i t h  i s  
g iv e n  in  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  K ierkegaard  a s s e r t s  th a t  th é  o b je c t o f f a i t h  has 
a lre a d y  been g iv e n  i n  th e  h is to r y  o f  J e s u s ,  t h a t  i s  to  say C h r is t  who i s  i n  h i s
■ !
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h u m ilia tio n . A ccording to  B a rth , Je su s  C h r is t  r e v e a ls  H im self on ly  in  th e  l i g h t  
o f th e  r e s u r r e c t io n .  So th e re  i s  no r e v e la t io n  which i s  no t to  be in te r p r e te d  
i n  th e  l i g h t  o f r e s u r r e c t io n .  A ccord ing ly , fo r  th o se  who l i v e  a f t e r  Je su s  
C h r is t ,  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  i s  g iv e n  i n  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  in  th e
C h r is t - h i s to r y  which ta k es  p la c e  now. But fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  
was a lre a d y  g iv e n  i n  th e  p a s t ,  fo r  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  i n  th e  l i f e  o f Je su s  C h r is t  who 
i s  in  His h u m ilia t io n . Because o f t h i s  c h a ra c te r  o f r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  i s  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  o ffe n c e . The re a so n  why one i s  o ffended  l i e s  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  
th e  in d iv id u a l  man J e su s  a s s e r t s ,  s u g g e s ts , and g iv e s  s ig n s  t h a t  he h im se lf  i s  
God and th a t  th e re  i s  no way to  know God b e s id e s  through him. For K ierk eg aard , 
i f  th e re  i s  no such s e l f - r e v e l a t i o n  o f  Je su s  C h r is t ,  th e re  i s  no Paradox. For 
i f  he does not re v e a l h im se lf  in  h i s  h u m ilia t io n , th e re  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
o ffe n c e . Even though Je su s  C h r is t  sometimes does no t d i r e c t l y  say th a t  he i s  
God o r he i s  th e  One who i s  prom ised to  come, and on ly  su g g e s ts  t h a t  we should  
g iv e  a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  s ig n s  which he g iv e s ,  even in  such an in d i r e c t  s u g g e s ts io n  
he b e tra y s  th a t  he i s  th e  o b je c t o f  f a i t h .  In  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  th e  re a so n  why
C h r i s t 's  r e v e la t io n  i s  an  i n d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n  l i e s  i n  th e  f a c t  t h a t  th e
communicator appea rs  a s  an  in d iv id u a l  man. As f a r  as th e  co n ten t o f r e v e la t io n  
i s  concerned , r e v e la t io n  i s  n o t a w holly  v e i le d  one, even though i t  was
sometimes communicated by p a ra b le s  and s ig n -g iv in g s .  The re a so n  why th e  
G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  i s  n ecessa ry  l i e s  i n  m an's r e f u s a l  to  acc ep t th e  o b je c t o f 
f a i t h ,  or r e j e c t i o n  o f  th e  accep tan ce  o f th e  co n ten t o f r e v e la t io n .  Man t r i e s  
no t to  acc ep t t h i s  f a c t [ t h e  paradox] which i s  g iv e n  i n  our tim e and h i s to r y ;  
man re fu s e s  to  acc ep t "God i n  tim e ."  For he does no t want to  abandon o r re s ig n  
h i s  use o f Reason even in  r e l a t i o n  to  God. K ierkegaard  c a l l s  t h i s  r e f u s a l  or 
r e j e c t i o n  th e  s in  o f d e s p a ir in g  o f  th e  fo rg iv e n e ss  o f s in s ,  o r th e  o f f e n c e [ 1 ] ,
1. Cf. S ick n ess  un to  D eath , p .244. See a lso  c h a p te r  I I I  o f t h i s  
s tu d y .
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This means t h a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  o b je c t  o f f a i t h  i s  a lre a d y  g iv e n  b e fo re  
f a i t h [ 2 ] .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from 
B a r th 's  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .
T h ird ly , w hereas fo r  K ierkegaard  man can have th e  a ssu ran ce  o f th e  o b je c t 
o f  f a i t h ,  fo r  B arth  th e re  can be no assu ran ce  fo r  m an's f a i t h .  F or, w hereas fo r  
B arth  what i s  c e r t a in  a f t e r  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  i s  on ly  in  G od 's hands and in  
G od 's tim e , fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  man who b e l ie v e s  in  God b e l ie v e s  th a t  God became 
an  in d iv id u a l  man i n  our tim e and h i s to r y .  B arth  p la c e s  a l l  t h a t  i s  
accom plished  i n  Je su s  C h r is t  i n  G od 's tim e [31 . T h ere fo re , fo r  B a rth , " c e r ta in ty  
o f f a i t h  means c o n c re te ly  c e r t a in ty  o f  hope"(CD 1 /1 , p . 5 3 0 ). That i s  to  say , 
what i s  c e r t a in  i s  not in  our h an d s[ 4 ] .  As we have seen , fo r  B arth  f a i t h  i s  to  
b e l ie v e  in  s p i te  o f th e  l im ite d n e s s  o f  th e  e x p re s s io n  o f  th e  r e v e la t io n .
2 . T h ere fo re , fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , th e  knowledge o f r e v e la t io n  o r th e  
know ledge-elem ent in  C h r i s t i a n i ty  can be and must be tra n s m itte d  d i r e c t l y ,  
even though i t  cannot be u nders tood  o r acc ep ted . And i f  th e re  w ere no 
knowledge o f  r e v e la t io n  based on th e  p a s t h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f J e s u s , th e re  
would be no f a i t h  in  C h r is t ia n  sense  o f th e  word a t  a l l .  But fo r  
K ierkegaard  th e  knowledge o f  r e v e la t io n  i s  no t f a i t h  i t s e l f .  F a ith  s t a r t s  
from th e  a c c e p tin g  th e  knowledge o f r e v e la t io n  as  t r u th  and l i v in g  
acco rd in g  to  i t .  T h ere fo re , fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  knowledge o f r e v e la t io n  
o r th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  has a lre a d y  been g iv e n  b e fo re  our f a i t h .
In  c o n t ra s t  to  t h i s ,  fo r  B arth  th e  knowledge o f  r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  
r e s u l t  o f  f a i t h ;  th e re  i s  no knowledge o f  r e v e la t io n  b e fo re  f a i t h .  
Whereas fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  knowledge o f r e v e la t io n  i s  no t f a i t h  i n  th e  
r e a l  sense  o f th e  word, fo r  B arth  th e  knowledge o f r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  goal 
o f  f a i t h .  This p o in t w i l l  be d isc u sse d  i n  d e t a i l  in  ch a p te r  I I I .
3 . By t h i s  a ttem p t B arth  has an in n e r  c o n s is te n c y  in  h i s  l a t e r  
th eo lo g y . So th e  fo llo w in g  o b s e rv a tio n  o f  J .D .B e t t i s  f i t s  w e ll w ith  
B a r th 's  c a se ; "For th e  tw e n tie th  c e n tu ry , th e  q u e s t io n  i s  no lo n g e r how 
to  l i m i t  re a so n  in  o rd e r  to  make room fo r  f a i t h ,  bu t how to  l i m i t  f a i t h  in  
o rd e r  to  make room fo r  re a so n  . . . .  J u s t  a s  r e l i g io n  sought a home among 
th e  v a r io u s  m ental a c t i v i t i e s  i n  th e  n in e te e n th  c e n tu ry , so th eo logy  seeks
a home i n  th e  tw e n tie th  cen tu ry  ----- as s c ie n c e , a r t ,  em otion, e t c .  The
q u e s tio n  i s  no lo n g e r  about th e  r o le  o f f a i t h  in  th e  r a t i o n a l  l i f e .  I t  i s  
about th e  r o le  o f re a so n  i n  th e  e x i s t e n t i a l  s i t u a t i o n . "  Joseph Dabney 
B e t t i s ,  "Theology in  th e  P u b lic  D ebate; B a r th 's  r e j e c t i o n  o f N atu ra l 
Theology and The H erm eneutical P rob lem ."SJT, XXII (1 9 6 9 ), p . 386.
4. Cf. R obert E .W il l is ,  o p . c i t . . p .79: [For B a rth ]  "our knowledge 
o f God and so th e  v a l id i t y  o f  our language about him, i s  r e a l  on ly  as 
p rom ise , never as p o sse ss io n . I t s  a c tu a l i z a t i o n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  th e  moment 
i n  which Je su s  C h r is t  in  th e  Holy S p i r i t  speaks to  th e  C hurch."
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However, fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  " o b je c t iv e  u n c e r ta in ty "  i s  an  e x p re s s io n  which i s  
r e l a t e d  on ly  to  th e  r a t i o n a l i t y  o f  th e  re a so n . In  th e  co n tex t o f th e  
P ost s c r ip t  an o b je c t iv e  c e r t a in ty  i s  a c e r ta in ty  which i s  v e r i f i e d  by human 
re a so n ; r a t i o n a l  c e r t a in ty .  What f i t s  t h i s  c e r ta in ty  i s  on ly  th e  r a t i o n a l  
t r u t h  or e te rn a l  t r u th  o f re a so n . Yet what i s  g iv en  in  r e v e la t io n  does no t f i t  
human re a so n  which i s  i n  u n tru th .  T h e re fo re , fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  o b je c t  o f 
f a i t h  does no t have o b je c t iv e  c e r t a in t y ,  bu t has o b je c t iv e  a b s u rd i ty .  However, 
i f  o n e 's  re a so n  " s te p s  a s id e "  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  God and H is r e v e la t io n ,  one i s  i n  a 
p a s s iv e  s i t u a t io n .  In  t h i s  se n se , K ierkegaard  c a l l s  f a i t h  a p a ss io n . And a s  a 
p a s s io n  which i s  d ir e c te d  tow ards r e v e la t io n ,  f a i t h  has a c e r t a in ty .  This 
c e r t a in ty  i s  o f such a k ind  t h a t  i t  demands a l l  o f m an's l i f e  and makes one l i v e  
fo r  and d ie  fo r  i t  ( th e  t r u th  o f r e v e l a t i o n ) .  This c e r t a in ty  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from 
o b je c t iv e  c e r t a in ty  which has no th in g  to  do w ith  o n e 's  l i f e .  In  t h i s  sen se , 
K ierkegaard  a s s e r t s  t h a t  " f a i t h  i s  th e  h ig h e s t  p a s s io n  in  th e  sp h ere  o f  human 
s u b je c t iv i t y "(jQJÜE, p. 118) . For K ie rk eg aard , th e  t r u th  o f r e v e la t io n  must be 
in te r n a l i z e d  in to  o n e 's  s u b je c t iv i ty .  Only in  t h i s  sense  i s  s u b je c t iv i ty  t r u t h .  
But t h i s  s u b je c t iv i ty  alw ays s ta n d s  a g a in s t  r e a s o n 's  e f f o r t  to  r a t i o n a l i z e  or 
r e j e c t  th e  r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  se n se , K ierkegaard  f in d s  a way to  overcome th e  
r e a s o n 's  o b je c t iv e  approach to  r e v e la t io n .  However, B arth  f in d s  t h i s  k ind  o f 
c e r t a in ty  to  be only  in  G od 's h a n d s [1 ] . As f a r  as th e  man who i s  in  our tim e i s  
concerned , he cannot have a c e r t a in ty  which he has i n  h i s  s u b je c t iv i ty .  In  t h i s  
r e s p e c t ,  B a r th 's  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  once a g a in  d i f f e r e n t  from 
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n .
Up to  now we have examined B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  in d i r e c t  form o f 
r e v e la t io n  and compared i t ,  w ith  th a t  o f  K ierk eg aard . When we look  a t  t h e i r  
d is c u s s io n  o f t h i s  p rob lem ;(1) from th e  p o in t o f view o f th e  form o f th e  
in d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n  and (2) from th e  p o in t o f view o f th e  f a i t h  which i s  based
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upon t h i s  i n d i r e c t  r e v e la t io n ,  we f in d  th a t  t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th i s  problem  
i s  b a s ic a l ly  d i f f e r e n t  from each o th e r ,  even though we f in d  some s i m i l a r i t i e s .  
As we have seen , w hereas B arth  th in k s  t h a t  th e  o b je c t o f r e v e la t io n  i s  g iv e n  
on ly  in  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  K ierkegaard  se e s  t h a t  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  ( th e  
Paradox) e x i s t s  in  our tim e and h i s to r y  b e fo re  m an's f a i t h .  This i s  because 
w hereas fo r  B arth  G od 's r e v e la t io n  has by n a tu re  an i n d i r e c t  form in  r e l a t i o n  to  
man who i s  i n  our tim e, fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  in d i r e c t  form o f r e v e la t io n  which i s  
b a s ic a l ly  caused by G od's lo v e  fo r  th e  s in n e r ,  i s  i t s e l f  r e v e la t io n .  Hence, 
w hereas fo r  B arth  f a i t h  i s  to  b e l ie v e  i n  God who tra n sc e n d s  our tim e , fo r  
K ierkegaard  f a i t h  i s  to  b e l ie v e  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  form o f r e v e la t io n  w ith  a l l  o n e 's  
s u b je c t iv i ty .  That means th a t  w hereas fo r  B arth  r e v e la t io n  i s  b a s ic a l ly  in  
G od 's hands, fo r  K ierkegaard  r e v e l a t i o n  i s  in  tim e and h is to r y  and can be 
a p p lie d  to  a l l  g e n e ra tio n s  as  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n .
1. Cf. K arl B a rth ,"N o !,"  i n  N a tu ra l Theology, t r ans P e te r  F raen k e l 
(London; The C entebury P re s s , 1956), p . 122: "The q u e s tio n  w hether we
r e a l l y  b e l ie v e ,  and a s  b e l ie v e r s  t r u l y  know God, and know God t r u l y ,  i s  
f a r  too  r a d ic a l  and s h a t t e r in g  fo r  us to  be a b le  to  d i r e c t  i t  s e r io u s ly  to  
o u r s e lv e s ."  T h e re fo re , even though B arth  sometimes speaks o f  th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f a ssu ran ce  o f s a lv a t io n  (C f. CD IV/3» p p .5 6 5 f .) ,  i t  does 
no t mean th a t  a ssu ran ce  i s  g iv e n  to  u s . As we have s a id ,  fo r  B arth  i t  i s  
on ly  i n  G od 's hands. In  t h i s  se n se , th e  a s s e r t io n  t h a t  B arth  a s s e r t s  th e  
a ssu ran ce  o f s a lv a t io n  in  c o n t ra s t  to  th e  Roman C a th o lic  p o s i t io n  (C f. 
A.É .M c G ra th ," J u s tif ic a tio n ;  B a rth , T ren t, and K ueng,"SJT, XXXIV (1 9 8 1 ), 
p p .5 2 4 f .)  can no t be s u s ta in e d .  Compare Hans Krs von B a lth a sa r^ q d . o i t . . 
p . 162; "There i s  no s u b je c t iv e  exp erien ce  o f  o n e 's  own e le c t io n ,  no
s u b je c t iv e  c e r t a in ty  o f  s a lv a t io n ;  t h i s  a sp e c t o f C a lv in is t  d o c tr in e  must 
be t o t a l l y  r e v is e d ( KD I I / 2 ,  s . 3 7 3 ) ."  In  t h i s  c o n te x t we can u n d ers tan d  
th e  fo llo w in g  a s s e r t io n  o f  B a rth : " I  cannot make a  , sharp  d i s t i n c t i o n
betw een b e l ie v e r s  and u n b e l ie v e r s .  I  sim ply do no t b e lie v e  i t  when one 
t e l l s  me he i s  an  u n b e lie v e r!  P robab ly  he i s  f ig h t in g  th e  t r u t h .  We 
should  speak to  such peop le  i n  s o l i d a r i t y ,  as  an u n b e lie v e r  fo r  whom 
C h r is t  d ied"(i^a i!l B a r th 's  T able T a lk , p .6 3 ).
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A c o n s id e ra b le  d is ta n c e  has been journeyed  in  rev iew ing  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  th a t  of K ierkegaard . As a r e s u l t  o f 
our c o n s id e ra tio n  o f t h i s  problem , we can now say th a t  even though th e re  a re  
some s i m i l a r i t i e s  between th e  l a t e r . B a r t h 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  and th a t  
o f  K ierk eg aard , and i n  t h i s  r e s p e c t  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  p o s i t io n  on r e v e la t io n  i s  
n e a re r  to  th a t  of K ierkegaard  th a n  i s  t h a t  of e a r ly  B a rth , th e  l a t e r  B arth  i s  
s t i l l  d i f f e r e n t  from K ierk eg aard . T his means th a t  B a rth , even in  h is  l a t e r  
th e o lo g y , does no t overcome th e  a b s o lu te  dualism  which made h is  e a r ly  
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  d i f f e r  from th a t  of K ie rk e g a a rd [1 ] . My p a r t i c u la r  
concern  i n  t h i s  conclud ing  s e c t io n  i s  t h i s  s p e c i f i c  problem o f B a r th 's  a b so lu te  
d ualism . To show th a t  th e  l a t e r  B arth  s t i l l  has an  a b s o lu te  d ualism , we s h a l l  
once a g a in  g iv e  our a t t e n t i o n  to  some d u a l i t i e s  which a re  p re se n t i n  th e  l a t e r  
B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n ;  th e  d u a l i t i e s  o f G od 's tim e and our tim e, 
o f C h r is t - h i s to r y  ( G esch ich te) and our H is to ry  ( in c lu d in g  th e  H is to r ic a l  J e s u s ) ,
1. Even though h is  v iew po in t i s  s l i g h t ly  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of mine, 
Haris Urs von B a lth a s a r  a ls o  makes i t  c le a r  th a t  b a s ic a l ly  B a r th 's  p o s i t io n  
has n o t,changed ; "Did th e  fo rm al p r in c ip le s  o f h is  th eo logy  change? . . . .  
l e t  me say r ig h t  riow th a t  th e  answer i s  "n o ."  D esp ite  th e  c o n tin u in g  
developm ent of h is  work, B arth  rem ains tru e  to  h is  o r ig in a l  i n t u i t i o n .  To 
be s u re , i t  found e x p re s s io n  i n  d i f f e r e n t  forms o f though t and d i f f e r e n t  
w ords, b u t a l l  th e se  v ic i s s i tu d e s  served  to  c l a r i f y  i t ,  p u r ify  i t ,  and 
p re se rv e  i t " ( o p . e i b . . p .2 2 ) .  And ag a in ; "He [B a rth ]  fo cussed  on th o se  
e lem ents which were n ecessa ry  to  p re se rv e  th e  b a s ic  in s ig h t  of h is  f i r s t  
work and to  answer i t s  many c r i t i c s .  His l a t e r  e f f o r t s  a re  a p a ra d o x ic a l 
a ttem p t to  r e h a b i l i t a t e  Romans; i n  them i t  becomes c le a r  what Romans was 
t ry in g  to  sa y " (p . 7 2 ) .  For a s im i la r  o b se rv a tio n  th a t  even though th e re
a r e  some d if f e re n c e s  betw een th e  e a r ly  B arth  and th e  l a t e r  B a rth , 
b a s ic a l ly  h i s  whole th r u s t  ( o r ,  p o s it io n )  does no t change, see  
G. C.Berkouwer, op. c i  t . . p p .lO f. See a ls o  Colm O 'G rady .The Church J j i  th e  
Theology S2t K arl B a r th . p .4$ . See ag a in  R. A. V e ith , "R e v e la tio n  and 
R e lig io n  in  th e  Theology o f  K arl B a r th ,"  p p .1 -22 . And a g a in  C o rn e liu s  Van 
T i l , The New Modernism. p p .2 1 2 ff . ,3 6 4 f f . See a ls o  Joseph M cLelland, 
"P h ilosophy  and Theology - — a Fam ily A f f a ir ."  i n  F o o tn o te s  to  a Theologyj 
The K arl B arth  . Colloquium 1222.» ed . ,  H ;M artin  Rumsheidt (W aterloo ,
O n ta rio ; W ilg rid  L auvien U n iv e rs ity ;  1274), p p .3 0 -5 2 . See a lso  John
M a c a ù a rrië ,T w entieth  C entury Rel ig io u s  . JkOUght. ( London; SCM, 1971» 
re v is e d  v e r s io n ) , p .323.
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and o f  th o se  th in g s  which a re  in  G od 's hands and th o se  th in g s  which a re  i n  our 
h ands.
F i r s t ,  as we have p o in te d  o u t,  B arth  d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  between th e  te m p o ra lity  
o f God and our te m p o ra li ty , even though both  o f them have th e  same name, 
te m p o ra li ty . T h ere fo re , when B arth  say s  t h a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  i n  tim e , i t  
does n o t mean t h a t  r e v e la t io n ,  in  i t s  r e a l i t y ,  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  our tim e. Of 
co u rse , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  our tim e in  
two r e s p e c t s .  F i r s t ,  " th e  l i f e  and d ea th  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s"  which i s  i n  
our tim e i s  r e l a t e d  to  r e v e la t io n .  F o r, B arth  b e lie v e s  t h a t  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  
u n v e i ls  th e  meaning o f t h i s  l i f e ,  so t h a t  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  " th e  
l i f e  and d ea th  o f J e su s"  i s  r e l a t e d  to  r e v e la t io n .  But t h i s  does no t mean t h a t  
" th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  and d ea th  o f J e su s"  i s  r e v e la t io n .  R e v e la tio n  ta k e s  p la ce  
i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  h i s to r y .  However, C h r is t - h i s to r v  as  r e v e la t io n  i s  no t
id e n t i c a l  w ith  t h i s  " l i f e  and d ea th  o f J e s u s " . For th e  C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  in
G od 's tim e and as  such cannot be i n  our tim e. I t  ta k e s  p la c e  today and w i l l  „ /
tak e  p la ce  tomorrow as i t  took p la c e  y e s te rd a y . For G od's tim e, in  which th e
C h r is t - h i s to r y  ta k e s  p la c e , i s  G od 's te m p o ra li ty  and th e r e f o r e  th e  e te r n a l  tim e 
(CD 1 /2 , p .6 0 ) . And seco n d ly , s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n  which a c tu a l iz e s  o b je c t iv e  
r e v e l a t i o n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  our tim e. For th e  tim e o f s u b je c t iv e  
r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  tim e o f our f a i t h ,  even though t h i s  f a i t h  i s  a ls o  in  G od 's ,.i
tim e . However, i f  th e re  a re  b e l ie v e r s  and C h r is t ia n s ,  th e n , fo r  B a rth , i t  means 
t h a t  th e re  has been s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n .  T h e re fo re , s u b je c t iv e  r e v e l a t i o n  ‘ ;|
ta k e s  p la ce  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  our tim e , fo r  th e  b e l ie v e r  who b e lie v e s  i n  God 
because o f s u b je c t iv e  r e v e la t io n ,  i s  in  our tim e. However, what i s  in  our tim e 
i s  no t i d e n t i c a l  w ith  s u b je c t iv e  r e v e l a t i o n .  Our ex p erien ce  o f r e v e la t io n ,  our 
knowledge o f r e v e la t io n ,  and w hatever e l s e  which belongs to  man, i s  not* in  
i t s e l f ,  r e v e la t io n  (CD 1 /1 , p p .2 5 3 f* )•  For r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  no t i n  our
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tim e, bu t in  G od's tim e . R e v e la tio n  i s  som ething which i s  beyond our tim e, and 
which cannot be p re s e n t i n  our tim e. Of c o u rs e , r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  tim e , 
i t  has te m p o ra li ty ,  and i t  has p a s t ,  p re s e n t  and f u tu r e .  But t h i s  tim e , t h i s  
te m p o ra li ty  and t h i s  th re e fo ld n e s s  o f  t im e - s t ru c tu r e  i s  no t i n  our tim e , our 
te m p o ra li ty , and our p a s t ,  p re s e n t and f u tu r e .
T h ere fo re , even though th e  l a t e r  B arth  em phasizes th e  te m p o ra lity  o f 
r e v e la t io n ,  in  c o n t ra s t  to  h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n ,  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  fo r  B a rth , i s  
s t i l l  in  G od's tim e, G od's te m p o ra li ty ,  and th e re fo re  in  G od 's r e a lm .[1 ] The 
dualism  o f tim e and e t e r n i ty  o f th e  "Romans"(1922) i s  now changed in to  th e  
dualism  o f G od 's tim e and our tim e. In  i t s  r e a l i t y ,  G od's tim e i s  no t id e n t i c a l  
w ith  our tim e; th e re  a re  no common e lem en ts  o th e r  th an  th e  nominal name, tim e.
The second d u a l i ty  which we have p o in ted  ou t in  our d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  
l a t e r  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  d u a l i ty  betw een C h r is t - h i s to r y  
and our H is to ry . This second d u a l i ty  has a c lo se  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  f i r s t  d u a l i ty  
betw een G od 's tim e and our tim e. For C h r is t - h i s to r y  i s  i n  G od 's tim e, and our 
H is to ry  i s  i n  our tim e. In  i t s  com prehensive sense C h r is t - h i s to r y  im p lie s  a l l  
H e ilsg e sc h ic h te  and i t s  b a s is  o r g round, th e  Covenant o f g race  or th e  d ec re e  o f 
God. T h e re fo re , th e  d u a l i ty  o f  C h r is t - h i s to r y  and our H is to ry  i s  th e  d u a l i ty  o f  j
H e ilsg e sc h ic h te  and H is to r ié . In  th e  rea lm  o f H e ilsg e s c h ic h te , th e re  i s  th e  ;{
t r iu n e  God, G od's d e c re e , covenant o f  G race, c r e a t io n ,  r e v e la t io n ,  |
r e c o n c i l i a t io n ,  redem ption , e t c . . [2 ]  In  c o n tra s t  to  t h i s ,  i n  th e  rea lm  o f our 1
'  • I
H is to ry , th e re  i s  n o th in g , non-being , o r th e  e n d le ss  f lu x  o f  our t im e .[3 ] There 
i s  no p o in t o f  c o n ta c t between th e se  two h i s t o r i e s  ex cep t th e  nominal name, |
1, For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f t h i s  theme, see  C o lin  E. Gunton, 
O D .c i t . . p . 183: "The upsho t o f a l l  t h i s  i s  th a t  d e s p i te  B a r th 's  a ttem p t
to  see  G od 's e t e r n i ty  as a k ind  o f  em inent te m p o ra li ty , th e  tendency to  
d e f in e  e t e r n i ty  in  o p p o s itio n  to  tim e , and th e r e f o r e ,  as a n e g a tio n  o f  th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  o f  th e  u n d ers tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n ,  i s  very  
m arked." See a ls o  B a lth a s a r ,  o p . c i t . . p . 153: , "He [God] b r in g s  i t  
[judgem ent] to  h is  own t r u t h ,  making i t  i n  e t e r n i ty  what i t  could  n o t be 
i n  t im e ."
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h is to r y .  This d u a l i ty  between H e ilsg e sc h ic h te  and H is to r ié  i s  more c l e a r ly  
ex p ressed  i n  B a r th 's  th eo lo g y  th a n  th e  somewhat ambiguous e x p re s s io n s  about th e  
d u a l i ty  o f  G od 's tim e and our tim e.
2 . And i n  t h i s  rea lm  everybody i s  saved , j u s t i f i e d ,  and s a n c t i f i e d  i n  
Je su s  C h r is t ;  th e re  i s  no one who does no t belong to  th is .  H e ilsg e sc h ic h te  
(CD I I / 2 ,  p p .417-29» 476, 480; IV /3 ,1 , p .3 5 0 ). B a lth a sq r ; in  h i s  book on
B a rth , p o in ts  t h i s  o u t:  " I t  i s  c le a r  from B a r th ÎS p r e s e n ta t io n  o f  th e
d o c t r in e ,o f  e l e c t io n  th a t  u n iv e rs a l  s a lv a t io n  i s  h o t on ly  p o s s ib le  but 
in e v i ta b le  Even i n  th e  u l t im a te  judgment o f d e a th , man rem ains a
being  c re a te d  and redeemed i n  th e  g race  o f C h r is t .  While, B arth  t r i e s  to  
avo id  ta lk in g  about u n iv e rs a l  redem ption , i t  i s  c l e a r ly  b u i l t  in to  th e  
very  ground work o f  h i s  d o c tr in e  o f  c r e a t io n " ( b o . c l t . ^  p . 1 63 ). And, 
acco rd in g  to  B a l th a s a r 's  e v a lu a t io n ,  t h i s  i s  th e  th in k in g  .w h ic h :is  
o p e ra t in g  from G od's v iew p o in t (p . 169).
G.C,Berkouwer a lso  makes a s im i la r  p o in t ;  "There i s  no a l t e r n a t iv e  
to  conclud ing  th a t  B a r th 's  r e f u s a l  to  acc ep t th e  a b o k a ta s is  cannot be 
harm ornized w ith  th e  fundam ental s t r u c tu r e  o f h is  ; d o c tr in e  o f 
e l e c t i o h " ( o p . c i t . . p. 116). See a ls o  C o lin  Brown,o p . c i t . , p p .130-139. 
And a ls o  Donald B lo e so h .o P ic i t . , p p .60-71 , 80, 93. See a ls o  Hans
Kueng.J u s t i f i c a t i o n ;  The D o c trin e  o f K arl % B arth  and a C a th o lic  
R e f le c tio n , p p .16-24, 332. And a ls o  R obert D.  ^ P reu s^ "Prolegom ena
A ccording to  K arl B a rth ; A s tu d y  in  His Id eas  R egarding Theology and 
D ogm atics, ''C oncord ia T h eo lo g iea l M outhlv, XXXI (1 9 6 0 ),. p .,174;
" J u s t i f i c a t i o n  and R e c o n c i l ia t io n  i n  th e  Theology o f  K arl B a r th , "C oncordia 
T h eo lo g ica l M onthly. XXXI ( I9 6 0 ) , p p .240-242.
J .D .B e t t i s  a rg u es  t h a t  "B arth  c o n s is te n t ly  r e j e c t s  u n iv e rsa lism  as a 
d o c tr in e ,  but he le a v e s  open th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  w ith in  G od's freedom  a l l  
men may indeed  be saved . But t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  can never be th e  b a s is  fo r  
a th e o lo g ic a l  d o c tr in e  o f u n iv e rs a l  s a lv a t io n .  ; B a r t h 'r e j e c t s  th e  a ttem p t 
to  b rid g e  th e  gap betw een th e  d iv in e  p o s s i b i l i t y  and a , th e o lo g ic a l  
s ta te m e n t o f i t s  a c t u a l i t y " ( " I s  K arl B arth  a U n iv e r s a l i s t? " 8JT , XX (1967 ), 
p . 4 27 ). But B e t t i s '  a c tu a l  argum ent shows on ly  t h a t  /B a r th  r e j e c t s  th e  
d o c tr in e  o f  u n iv e rs a lism  because th e  prem ise o f i t s  [ th e  d o c tr in e  o f 
u n iv e r s a i is m 's ]  argum ent i s  t h a t  G od 's lo v e  i s  good because i t  sav es  a l l  
men, bu t does no t show th a t  fo r  B arth  th e re  i s  no u n iv e rs a l  s a lv a t io n . 
And he does no t p rov ide  any d i r e c t .n e g a t io n  o f  th e  u n iv e r s a l  s a lv a t io n  
from th e  th eo logy  o f  B a rth . T h ere fo re , i t  fo llo w s  th a t  B a r t h 's  
u n iv e rs a lism  i s  a u n iv e rs a lism  which i s  based on G od 's n a tu re  which i s  in  
i t s e l f  good. That i s  to  say , B e t t i s  shows on ly  t h a t  B a r th 's  u n iv e rs a lis m  
i s  a d i f f e r e n t  k ind  o f  u n iv e rs a l is m  from th e  one w hich i s  u nders tood  
g e n e ra l ly .
3 . Cf. A.B.Come, o n .c i t . . p . 104; "So th e  w orld i s  no t th e  c r e a t io n  
u n le s s  seen  a s  G od 's good work i n  s e rv ic e  o f h is  purpose o f fe llo w s h ip " . 
And, th e re fo re ,  we f in d  th e  re a so n  why r e v e la t io n ,  th e  in c a rn a t io n ,  o r th e  
r e s u r r e c t io n  i s  no t i n  our tim e i n  t h i s  d u a l i s t i c  th o u g h t- s t ru c tu r e .  
A ccording to  J u e n g e l 's  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  B arth , i f  J e su s  C h r is t  i s  i n  our 
tim e , our H is to ry , and our w orld , th e n  th e  in c a r n a t io n  means th e  end o f  
God, God r e a l l y  le a v in g  h i s  d e i ty  behind and changing in to  a  man. 
C f .OP.c i t .  p .385 in  J .  Thompson,o p . o i t . . p . 107. See a g a in  K arl B a r th 's  
Table T a lk , p .29: " In  t h i s  n a tu ra l  rea lm , th e re  i s  no sucHa th in g  a s  a 
c r e a tu r e  or a C re a to r!"
Page 172
B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n  o f  c r e a t io n ,  th e r e f o r e ,  must be understood  w ith  t h i s  
d u a l i ty  o f H e ilsg e sc h ic h te  and H is to r ié  in  mind. The c o n t r a s t  between c r e a t io n  
and redem ption  i s  on ly  in  th e  rea lm  o f H e ilsg e s c h ic h te . F o r, i n  so f a r  as th e re  
i s  no F a l l  in  H is to r ié , we have to  p la ce  F a l l  and G od 's No i n  th e  rea lm  o f 
H e ilsg e sc h ic h t e . T h ere fo re  th e  c o n t r a s t  which B arth  r e a l l y  w ants to  g e t  a t  i s  
no t th e  c o n t ra s t  betw een c r e a t io n  and redem ption  which a re  in  th e  rea lm  o f 
H e ilsg e sc h ic h te , but th e  c o n f l i c t  betw een G od's rea lm  and our rea lm  ( th e  
co n c re te  w orld which has n o th in g  to  do w ith  G od).[1 ] In  t h i s  sense we do not 
f in d  a r e a l  change i n  B a r th 's  th o u g h t - s t ru c tu r e  from th e  p o s i t io n  o f  th e  
"Romans"(1922 ). From th a t  tim e onw ards, more th an  any body e l s e ,  B arth  t r i e s  to  
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  and c o n t r a s t  betw een G od 's rea lm  and our r e a lm .[2]
The th i r d  d u a l i ty  betw een w hat i s  i n  G od 's hands and th o se  th in g s  in  m an 's
1. However, a s  f a r  as t h e i r  [ c r e a t io n  and re d e m p tio n 's ]  o b je c t  i s  
concerned , they  have no o th e r  o b je c t th an  t h i s  c o n c re te  w orld . That i s  to  
say , th e re  i s  no o th e r  w orld  which God c r e a te s  in  G od 's tim e. T h e re fo re , 
B arth  makes a k ind  o f  compromise in  h is  p o s i t io n  on th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
G od 's a c t  and t h i s  co n c re te  w orld . Cf. Credo, p. 3 3 f • î "A so v e re ig n ty  
o f  chance, o f  f a t e ,  o r o f  th e  w o r ld 's  own system  o f laws would be a t  
v a r ia n c e  w ith  t h i s  t r u th  [G od 's s o v e re ig n ty ] .  That i s  im p o ss ib le . 
Because God i s  th e  C rea to r o f th e  w orld , th e r e f o r e ,  i t  s ta n d s  under His 
so v e re ig n ty , th e re fo re  th e re  i s  a c o -e x is te n c e  o f Him and i t  [n o t on ly  th e  
w orld but a ls o  th e  so v e re ig n ty  o f  chance, o f f a t e ,  o r o f th e  w o r ld 's  own 
system  o f la w s ] ."  See a ls o  p . 121.
2 . A ccording to  B a rth , a l l  men a r e ,  in  t h e i r  t o t a l i t y  (body and 
s o u l ) ,  i n  G od's rea lm  and a t  th e  same tim e a l l  men a r e  no th ing  to  do w ith  
G od 's rea lm  in  m an 's rea lm ; a l l  men a re  j u s t i f i e d  and s a n c t i f i e d  i n  G od's 
rea lm  and a t  th e  same tim e a l l  men a re  s in n e rs  in  m an 's rea lm . Cf. New 
Romans, pp.7 Q-80. In  t h i s  se n se , Juengel draws th e  fo llo w in g  c o n c lu s io n  
from B a r th 's  p o s i t io n ;  " I t  [B a r th 's  th eo lo g y ] does make p o s s ib le  th e  
com forting  c e r t a in ty  th a t  even th e  man who i s  most g o d le ss  and f a r  from 
God, i s  n e a re r  to  God th a n  he i s  to  h im se lf" ("K e ine M en sch en lo ss ig k e it 
G o tte s ."  E v an g e lisch e  T h eo lo g ie , XXXI (1971), s . 387. C ited  i n  John 
Thompson, O P . c i t . . p . 106). For a  s im i la r  o b s e rv a tio n , see  
A .E .M c G ra th ," Ju s tif ic a tio n : B a rth , T ren t, and K uehg."SJT. XXXIV (1 9 8 1 ),
p p .5 2 3 f. and Hans Urs von B a l th a s a r , o p . c i t . . pp. 103» 115. Hence, i t  i s  
q u i te  r i g h t  to  p o in t out K an tian  in f lu e n c e  on B a r th 's  th e o lo g y . Cf. 
D earne W. Ferm,"The F iv e  Minimum D o c trin e s  o f  N eo-O rthodoxcv. "R e lig io n  in  
L i f e , XXX (1 9 60 -61 ), p p .5 4 2 f. And a g a in  R obert T. ; Osborn,"A New 'New 
B a r th '? , " I n t e r p r e t a t i o n , X VIII (1 964 ), p p .72-75 . See a ls o  C o rn e liu s  Van 
T i l , New Modernism, p p .242-244, 364-379» C h r i s t i a n i tv  and
pp .240-251 , 395-412.
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hands i n  r e v e la t io n  i s  a k ind  o f  a lo g ic a l  consequence o f B a r th 's  d u a l i s t i c  
th o u g h t - s t r u c tu r e  which we have exam ined. B arth  a s s e r t s  w ith  vehemence th a t  
th e re  i s  G od 's r e v e l a t i o n  which i s  God H im self who i s  i n  h i s  r e v e l a t i o n  and 
G od 's r e c o n c i l i a t io n  and G od 's r e a l  Church in  G od's tim e. What i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  
h e re  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e re  a r e  some c o u n te rp a r ts ,  o r co rresp o n d in g  e lem en ts  to  
th o se  th in g s  which a re  i n  G od 's tim e and th o se  th in g s  which a re  in  our tim e . 
But B arth  does n o t f in d  any homogeneous n ess , s i m i l a r i t i e s ,  o r r e a l  
co rrespondences  between th e se  two. From beg inn ing  to  end , what i s  i n  G od 's 
hands i s  on ly  i n  God, What i s  i n  m an 's hands i s  i n  man. What i s  a  r e a l l y  
in t e r e s t i n g  p o in t  i s  t h a t  even though th e re  i s  t h i s  asymmetry or la c k  o f  
hom ogeneousness, B arth  t r i e s  to  a s s e r t  th a t  th e re  i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  th a t  w hat i s  
in  m an 's hands can become th e  r e a l  r e v e l a t i o n  which i s  in  G od 's hands i n  th e  
Holy S p i r i t . [1] But w here and when can we p la ce  th e  works o f  th e  Holy S p i r i t ?  
Are they  in  our w orld , and i n  our tim e? In  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  we cannot answ er 
t h i s  q u e s tio n  p o s i t iv e ly  from th e  theo lo g y  o f  B a rth , even though he som etim es 
seems to  h in t  a t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a  p o s i t iv e  answ er. For w hat i s  i n  our tim e, 
a s  we have seen , i s  on ly  th e  t r a c e s  o f  th e  works o f th e  Holy S p i r i t .  T h e re fo re , 
we canno t but p o in t ou t th e  a b s o lu te  d u a l i s t i c  th o u g h t- s t r u c tu r e  o f th e  th eo logy  
o f th e  l a t e r  B a rth .
We have m entioned th e  problem  o f th e  dualism  which can be found i n  th e  
th o u g h t o f K ierkegaard  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  B a r th 's  dualism  in  th e  "Romans" i n  th e
1. Cf. e . g . ,  I I / 1 ,  p . 10. In  t h i s  se n se , th e  d o c tr in e  o f th e  Holy 
s p i r i t  has a very  im p o rtan t r o l e  i n  B a r th 's  th e o lo g y , i n  c o n t ra s t  to  
R .W .Jenson 's argum ent t h a t :  " In  g e n e ra l ,  B a r th 's  d is c u s s io n s  o f  th e
S p i r i t  a r e  not so co nv incing  a s  h i s  d is c u s s io n  o f  th e  F a th e r  and th e  Son 
. . . .  One i s  even tem pted to  th in k  t h a t  th e  in c o m p le tio n  o f  th e  Church 
D ogm atics, w ith  th e  e sc h a to lo g y  and d o c tr in e  o f th e  S p i r i t  m iss in g , i s  no t 
m erely a m a tte r  o f ch ronology" ( God a f t e r  God  ^ pp. 1 7 3 f .) .  For an
argum ent fo r  th e  im portance o f  th e  d o c tr in e  o f th e  S p i r i t  i n  th e  l a t e r  
B a r th 's  th e o lo g y , see  P h i l ip  J .  R osato , The Pueum atology o f  K arl B arth  
(E dinburgh : T. and T. C la rk , 1981). E s p . , p p .17-20 . See a ls o  Joseph
D. B e t t i s ,  O P . c i t . . p p .4 3 3 f.
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l a s t  c h a p te r .  As we have s a id ,  even though we can say th a t  th e re  i s  dualism  in  
th e  thou g h t o f in  K ie rk eg aa rd , th e  dualism  in  K ierkegaard  i s  overcome by God, 
A ccording to  K ierk eg aard , God e n te r s  tim e , h is to r y ,  and our w orld i n  t h e i r  
o rd in a ry  sense  o f th e  w o r d s ( i .e . ,  our tim e , h i s to r y ,  and our w o rld ) . I f  we t r y  
to  i n t e r p r e t  K ierkegaard  as  t e l l i n g  us som ething o th e r  th a n  t h i s ,  th e  whole 
th r u s t  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  w r i t in g s  f a l l s  down. And because God r e a l l y  comes in to  
tim e , man can have fe llo w sh ip  w ith  God i n  our tim e i n  th e  r e a l  sense  o f  th e  
word. I f  t h a t  i s  n o t th e  c a se , we must say th a t  th e  purpose o f God, which 
K ierkegaard  a s s e r t s ,  i s  no t accom plished , i n  s p i t e  o f G od 's e n te r in g  tim e fo r  
i t s  accom plishm ent. T h ere fo re , K ie rk e g a a rd 's  dualism  i s  no t th e  a b s o lu te  
dualism  which we f in d  i n  B a r th 's  th e o lo g y . T his p o in t w i l l  be c l e a r e r  when we 
c o n s id e r  i n  d e t a i l  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  r e v e la t io n  i n  th e  nex t 
c h a p te r .
C hapter I I I  
Sphen K ierkegaard  on R ev e la tio n
The purpose of t h i s  c h a p te r  i s  to  ex p lo re  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d ers tan d in g  of 
r e v e la t io n .  In  o rd er to  compare i t  w ith  B a r th 's  p o s i t io n  on r e v e la t io n  which we 
have d iscu ssed  in  th e  l a s t  two c h a p te rs ,  I  s h a l l  d is c u s s  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  th rough  c o n s id e r in g  th e  fo llo w in g  th re e  q u e s tio n s  
which we have asked o f B arth  i n  our d is c u s s io n  of B a rth : (1) How does
K ierkegaard  use 'M oment'? (2) How does K ierkegaard  th in k  abou t th e  r e l a t i o n  
between r e v e la t io n  and h is to ry ?  (3) How does K ierkegaard  use th e  term  Paradox? 
I  s h a l l  co n s id e r  in  tu rn  th e se  th re e  q u e s tio n s  in  th e  th re e  s u b d iv is io n s  o f t h i s  
c h a p te r .
D uring the  course  of our d is c u s s io n  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n ,  I  hope th a t  th e  p o in t ,  which I  have made i n  th e  l a s t  two c h a p te rs  
( i . e . ,  th a t  th e re  i s  a c o n s id e ra b le  d if f e r e n c e  between B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n  and th a t  o f K ie rk e g a a rd ) , w i l l  become c le a r e r .
1
Turning f i r s t  to  a c o n s id e ra t io n  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  use o f th e  word 'M om ent', I  
s h a l l  make th e  p o in t th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  word Moment i s  used fo r  a 'Moment 
i n  t im e . ' B a s ic a l ly ,  th e re  a re  two im p o rtan t Moments in  tim e which r e l a t e  to  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n :  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  and th e
Moment of the  New B i r t h . [1 ] I  s h a l l  show th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  Moment i s  a
1. There a re  very  few s c h o la rs  who d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e se  two Moments in  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  w r i t in g s .  But t h i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n ,  a s  i t  i s  c le a r  in  t h i s  
s tu d y , i s  very  im p o rta n t. As f a r  as I  know, only T .H .C roxall and Mark 
C .T ay lor d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e se  two Moments. Cf. T .H .C ro x a ll. K ierkegaard  
Commentary (London: James N isb e t, 1956), p p .1 7 8 f . ; Mark
C. T a v lo r. K ie rk eg aa rd ' s Raeiid.0.nymw^. A uthorsh ip : A Study of Time and th e
S e lf  (P r in c e to n : P r in c e to n  U n iv e rs ity  P re ss , 1975), p p .291-340.
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'Moment i n  tim e ' by showing th a t  both  of th e se  im p o rtan t Moments a re  in  tim e.
F i r s t ,  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  fo r  K ierkegaard  i s  a Moment in  tim e. T his 
s ta tem en t has two im p lic a t io n s  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  even t o f In c a rn a tio n . F i r s t ,  
i t  im p lie s  th a t  the  even t of In c a rn a t io n  i s  an even t i n  tim e. Secondly , i t  
im p lie s  t h a t  because of t h i s  Moment of In c a rn a tio n , th e re  was an In c a rn a te  one 
in  tim e. I t  i s  very  im p o rtan t to  co n s id e r  the  problem of K ie rk e g a a rd 's  use o f 
th e  term  'Moment' b e a rin g  th e se  im p lic a tio n s  in  mind, fo r  th e se  im p lic a tio n s  
s ta n d  and f a l l  w ith  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  i s  in  tim e. That i s  
to  say , i f  th e  f a c t  th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  i s  a Moment 
in  tim e were to  be d en ied , th e n  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e re  would be no In c a rn a t io n  
and th e  In c a rn a te  one in  tim e. And i f  th e re  were no In c a rn a t io n  and th e  
In c a rn a te  one in  tim e, th e n  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e re  would be no In c a rn a t io n  a t  
a l l .  N e ith e r  would th e re  be any r e v e la t io n .  F or, acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , th e  
In c a rn a te  one in  tim e i s  th e  R evea ler [ th e  T eacher]. Thus i t  i s  c le a r  th a t  fo r  
K ierkegaard  th e  Moment o f In c a rn a t io n  i s  very  im p o rtan t fo r  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f 
r e v e la t io n .  So i t  i s  good to  s t a r t  our d is c u s s io n  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  by c o n s id e r in g  th e  te m p o ra lity  o f th e  Moment of 
In c a rn a tio n .
The te m p o ra lity  o f th e  Moment o f In c a rn a tio n  i s  c le a r ly  ex p ressed  by
Johannes C lim acus, th e  pseudonymous a u th o r of th e  P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm ents. His 
th o u g h t-ex p erim en t i s  concerned w ith  th e  q u e s tio n ; What i s  th e  s i t u a t i o n  o f
le a rn in g  t r u th  in  which th e  Moment in  tim e must have a d e c is iv e  s ig n i f i c a n c e ? [ 1] 
T h e re fo re , th e  problem h e re  i s  no t w hether th e  Moment o f In c a rn a t io n  i s  a
tem poral Moment or n o t, b u t how K ierkegaard  u ses  th e  term te m p o ra lity  or tim e in
r e l a t i o n  to  th e  Moment o f In c a rn a t io n . That i s  to  say , does K ierkegaard  im ply a 
new te m p o ra lity  or new tim e which can be a p p lie d  to  God, as does B arth  i n  h is
1. Cf. PF, p p .16-37
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l a t e r  theology? When we co n s id e r  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  usage o f tim e, i t  i s  h a rd ly  
p o s s ib le  to  th in k  th a t  K ierkegaard  th in k s  o f  such a new te m p o ra li ty . M oreover, 
i t  i s  more; d i f f i c u l t  to  th in k  th a t  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n , fo r  K ierk eg aard , 
i s  regarded  as th e  e te r n a l  Moment, as in  th e  case of B a r th 's  Romans (1922).
However, th e re  a re  some s c h o la rs  who th in k  th a t  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  p o s i t io n  
can be reg ard ed  as a r e c e n t d is c u s s io n  o f tim e th a t  p a r a l l e l s  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
p o s i t io n  on tim e and M om ent.!1] In  co n n ec tio n  w ith  such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f 
K ierkegaard , we have to  co n s id e r two im p o rtan t th in g s : (1) When we co n s id e r th e
c o n te x t in  which K ierkegaard  u ses  th e  term  'M om ent,' i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  
i n t e r p r e t  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Moment a s  an e te rn a l  Moment. (2) K ierkegaard  
u n d ers tan d s  th e  even t o f In c a rn a t io n  as  an even t o f G od's ' coming in to  
e x i s t e n c e . ' I t  becomes c le a r  th a t  i t  i s  h a rd ly  p o s s ib le  to  r e l a t e  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  te m p o ra lity  o f In c a rn a t io n  and o f th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  
to  th a t  of B a rth , when we co n s id e r th e se  two th in g s  i n  tu rn .
F i r s t ,  l e t  us co n s id e r i n  what c o n te x t K ierkegaard  u ses  th e  term 'M om ent'. 
A fte r m entioning  th e  f a c t  th a t  God became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  R evea ler 
and th e  S a v io u r [2 ] , K ierkegaard  say s :
1. Cf. e . g . ,  Mark C .T a v lb r . o p . c i t . . p p .297-302.
2 . These two ro le s  o r fu n c tio n s  a re  a t t r i b u t e d  to  Jesu s  C h r is t  
th roughou t K ie rk e g a a rd 's  a u th o rs h ip . Here K ierkegaard  f in d s  th e  purpose 
o f In c a rn a tio n : to  redeem man and to  teach  man. Je su s  C h r is t  i s  alw ays
d e sc rib e d  as th e  Redeemer and th e  Teacher ( th e  R e v e a le r) . In  h i s  l a t e r  
w r it in g s  K ierkegaard  c a l l s  Je su s  C h r is t  th e  p a t te r n ,  th e  example, or th e  
p arad igm .(C f. e .g .  ,jZEX> PP.75 -79 , 161-209; p p .109 -111). These names
a re  not d i f f e r e n t  from th e  name "Teacher" i n  th e  works o f the  pseudonymous 
a u th o r Johannes C lim acus, fo r  as  we s h a l l  see  in  t h i s  c h a p te r , what Je su s  
C h r is t  te ach es  i s  th e  way o f l i f e ,  a mode of e x is t in g .  What i s  im p o rtan t 
i n  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  ro le s  o f Je su s  C h r is t  i s  th e  f a c t  
th a t  K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  ho ld  to g e th e r  both  of th e se  r o le s  ( th e  Redeemer 
and th e  R e v e a le r) . That i s  to  say , K ierkegaard  does not su g g es t an 
A belard ian  u n d ers tan d in g  o f C h r is t .  The C h r is t  who i s  th e  Example w ith o u t 
being  th e  Redeemer cannot be regarded  as  th e  A bsolute Paradox fo r  
K ierkegaard . The im portance o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  of Je su s  l i e s  i n  the  
f a c t  th a t  He i s  th e  God-man. The rea so n  why we fo llo w  Je su s  C h r is t  i n  our 
l i f e  i s  because He i s  our Redeemer who te ach es  th e  way o f l i f e  which we 
have to  fo llo w  as a d i s c ip le .  Cf. Louis D upre.K ierkegaard  T heolog ian : 
A D ia le c t ic  o f th e  C h r is t ia n  E x is te n c e , p .171: "As man C h r is t  i s  my model
because . . . .  He i s  my Redeemer." See a lso  s e c t io n  3 o f t h i s  c h a p te r .
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"And now th e  Moment. Such a Moment has a p e c u l ia r  c h a ra c te r .  I t  i s  b r i e f  
and tem poral in d eed , l i k e  every  Moment; i t  i s  t r a n s i e n t  as a l l  Moments 
a r e ;  i t  i s  p a s t l i k e  every Moment in  th e  next Moment. And y e t  i t  i s  
d e c is iv e ,  and f i l l e d  w ith  th e  E te rn a l .  Such a Moment ought to  have a 
d i s t i n c t i v e  name; l e t  us c a l l  i t  th e  F u lln e s s  o f Tim e"(PF, p .2 2 ) .
How should  we i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage? Can we i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage as  fo llo w s?
Even though i t  i s  a tem poral Moment, i n  f a c t  i t  i s  an e te r n a l  Moment. No,
K ierkegaard  does no t g iv e  us room to  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  passage in  such a way.
I f  what took p la ce  i n  th e  even t o f In c a rn a t io n  was no t a happening i n  tim e, 
we shou ld  have to  conclude th a t  even though K ierkegaard  u ses  tem poral 
te rm in o lo g y , i t  was no t a tem poral Moment in  th e  r e a l  sen se  of the  word. But i f  
what happened i n  t h i s  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  was a happening i n  tim e, even though 
t h i s  Moment was f i l l e d  w ith  th e  E te rn a l ,  i t  must be a tem poral Moment. Which i s  
th e  case?  I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f c o u rse , th a t  t h i s  Moment i s  no t every  Moment i n  tim e. 
In  t h i s  sen se , i t  i s  a s p e c ia l  Moment. M oreover, in  t h i s  Moment, i f  i t  i s  th e  
Moment of In c a rn a t io n , God ( th e  E te rn a l)  became an in d iv id u a l  man. In  t h i s  
sen se , t h i s  Moment i s  u n lik e  any o th e r  Moment in  tim e because i t  has a r e l a t i o n  
to  th e  E te rn a l .  N e v e r th e le s s , a cco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , i t  i s  b r i e f  and 
tem poral in d eed , l i k e  every  Moment; i t  i s  t r a n s i e n t  as a l l  Moments a re ;  i t  i s  
p a s t ,  l i k e  every  Moment in  th e  next Moment. As f a r  as te m p o ra lity  i s  concerned , 
i t  i s  not a d i f f e r e n t  tim e; i t  does no t have a d i f f e r e n t  te m p o ra l i ty .[1 ]  
' K a iro s ' i s  in  'ühnûnûs.. ’
Now, i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s ,  we have to  co n s id e r  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  
o f ' coming in to  e x i s t e n c e '.  At th e  s t a r t i n g  p o in t of h is  th o u g h t-ex p erim en t
1. Cf. Edward John C a r n e l l .The Burden o f S o ten  K ierkegaard  (Grand 
R apids: Eerdmans, 1965), p .52: "K ierkegaard  marched b o ld ly  forw ard and
d e c la re d  th a t  th e re  was an a b s o lu te  I n s ta n t  (Moment) in  h is to r y  when th e  
e te r n a l  God c lo th e d  h im se lf  w ith  the  l im i t a t i o n s  o f human n a tu re . 
Presumably t h i s  C h r is to lo g ic a l  dogmatism was in tro d u c e d  to  h e lp  u n d e rg ird  
th e  a p o lo g e tic  m in is try  o f Paradox . . . .  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  supposed to  be 
ta k en  s e r io u s ly  because i t  p o s i t s  an a b so lu te  g u lf  betw een God and man. 
F e llo w sh ip  w ith  God canno t become a r e a l i t y  u n t i l  God, by h is  g ra c e , ta k e s  
th e  i n i t i a t i v e  and e n te r s  t im e ."
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Johannes. Climacus say s:
"Now i f  th in g s  a re  to  be o th e rw ise , th e  Moment in  tim e must have a 
d e c is iv e  s ig n if ic a n c e ,  so th a t  I  w i l l  never be a b le  to  fo rg e t  i t  e i th e r  in  
tim e or e t e r n i ty ;  because th e  E te rn a l ,  which h i th e r to  ilM  not e x i s t ,  came 
in to  e x is te n c e  i n  t h i s  Moment. "(££., p. 16, my em p h asis).
What i s  presupposed in  t h i s  passage i s  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  a b s o lu te  d i s t i n c t i o n
betw een tim e and e t e r n i ty .  According to  K ierkegaard , only what i s  in  tim e
e x i s t s  ( i n  tim e ). E x isten ce  has a very  s p e c ia l  meaning fo r  K ierkegaard ;
e x is te n c e  can be a p p lie d  only  to  th e  th in g s  which a re  in  tim e. R ath er, more
s p e c i f i c a l l y ,  i t  can be a p p lie d  only to  human be ings who a re  in  tim e. The
l a t t e r  ( i . e . ,  th e  p o in t th a t  th e  term  'e x i s te n c e ' can be a p p lie d  only  to  human
b ein g s) i s  th e  one which K ierkegaard  w ants to  em phasize th roughout h is  w r i t in g s .
But in  some p la ces  K ierkegaard  a p p l ie s  th e  term e x is te n c e  to  a l l  o f th e  .th in g s
which a re  in  t im e . [ l ]  Anyway, fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  term 'e x i s t e n c e ' or ' t o  e x i s t '
can only be a p p lie d  to  what i s  i n  tim e. In  t h i s  sense  Johannes Climacus says:
"God does no t th in k , he c r e a te s ;  God does not e x i s t ,  e t e r n a l .  ManIhlhka. and. exists, and. existenoa separates .th.o.ught and delng., holding them 
a p a r t  from one an o th e r In. succession"., (CUP... p .296, my em phasis).
What K ierkegaard  w ants to  say i s  th a t  we cannot th in k  o f 'G od' as e x is t in g  in
th e  way in  which we th in k  o f 'm an' as e x i s t in g .  That i s  to  say , God does no t
e x i s t  as man e x i s t s  in  tim e, f o r  God i s  e t e r n a l .
However, what i s  im p o rtan t in  t h i s  co n n ec tio n  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  the  e te r n a l  
God became an in d iv id u a l  man in  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n ; God 'came in to
e x i s t e n c e . ' The term  'cam e in to  e x i s t e n c e , ' fo r  K ierk eg aard , cannot be though t 
o f w ith o u t th in k in g  abou t c o n c re te  te m p o ra lity . God came in to  e x is te n c e  to  be 
as we o u rse lv e s  a re  in  tim e. This i s  th e  meaning of th e  e x p re s s io n  th a t  'God 
became an in d iv id u a l  m an.' Hence, th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  cannot b u t be a 
c o n c re te  tem poral Moment. Of co u rse , i n  th e  sense th a t  only in  th a t  Moment d id  
God become an in d iv id u a l  man, th e  Moment i s  a very  s p e c ia l  Moment. However,
1. C f .e.g.,BEL, p p .90-93.
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even though i t  i s  a very  s p e c ia l  Moment, i t  i s  a Moment in  tim e.
Johannes Climacus compares G od 's "coming in to  e x is te n c e ,"  i n  th e  Moment of 
I n c a rn a t io n  w ith  o rd in a ry  h i s t o r i c a l  t h i n g 's  "coming in to  e x is te n c e ,"  i n  th e  
'I n t e r l u d e '  o f th e  P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm en ts. As f a r  as th e  f a c t  th a t  bo th  of 
them a re  coming in to  e x is te n c e  i s  concerned , th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e  betw een them 
a t  a l l .  The only d if f e re n c e  betw een them i s  What or Who comes in to  e x is te n c e  in  
th e  even t of th e  coming in to  e x is te n c e . In  th e  case o f G od 's coming in to  
e x is te n c e , God became an in d iv id u a l  man. But in  th e  case o f o rd in a ry  t h i n g 's  
coming in to  e x is te n c e  th e  th in g  came in to  e x is te n c e . However, a f t e r  t h e i r  
coming in t o  e x is te n c e  bo th  of them a re  in  tim e. In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  th e re  i s  no 
d if f e r e n c e  between them.
The coming in to  e x is te n c e  o f bo th  o f them i s  a m a tte r  of b e l i e f ,  no t th e
o b je c t o f knowledge. At th e  back o f t h i s  s ta te m e n t th e re  i s  K ie rk e g a a rd 's
e p is te m o lo g ic a l p re su p p o s itio n : What comes in to  e x is te n c e  cannot be th e  o b je c t
o f  know ledge. Climacus say s:
"The h i s t o r i c a l  canno t be g iv e n  im m ediately  to  th e  s e n se s , s in c e  th e  
e lu s iv e n e s s  o f coming in to  e x is te n c e  i s  in v o lv ed  i n  i t .  The im m ediate 
im p ressio n  o f a n a tu ra l  phenomenon or o f an ev en t i s  no t th e  im p ressio n  of 
th e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  fo r  th e  coming in to  e x is te n c e  in v o lv ed  cannot be sensed  
im m ediate ly , bu t only th e  im m ediate p resence"(P F . p . 100).
That i s  to  say , th e  'h i s t o r i c a l '  cannot be sensed im m ediate ly . Of co u rse , what
i s  sensed  im m ediately  ( th e r e f o r e ,  what can be th e  o b je c t of knowledge) i s  th e
r e s u l t  o f th e  coming in to  e x is te n c e . But th e  coming in t o  e x is te n c e  i t s e l f
canno t be sensed  im m ediate ly . The coming in to  e x is te n c e ,  th e r e f o r e ,  i s  no t an
o b je c t o f knowledge, bu t an o b je c t o f b e l i e f .  For example,
"When th e  o b se rv e r se e s  a s t a r ,  th e  s t a r  becomes in v o lv ed  i n  doubt th e  
Moment he seeks to  become aware of i t s  having  come in to  e x is te n c e " ( PF,
p . 100).
The coming in to  e x is te n c e  i t s e l f  i s  an o b je c t of b e l i e f .  That i s  to  say , i f  we 
see  a s t a r ,  we cannot th in k  th a t  in  one Moment in  th e  p a s t th e re  was a happening 
th a t  th e  s t a r  'came in to  e x i s t e n c e . '
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What i s  im p o rtan t h e re  in  r e l a t i o n  to  our d is c u s s io n  i s  th a t  as  f a r  as
' coming in to  e x is te n c e ’ i s  concerned , God’ s coming in t o  e x is te n c e  i n  th e  Moment 
o f  In c a rn a t io n  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from a s t a r ’ s ’ coming in to  e x is te n c e ' i n  one
Moment i n  th e  p a s t .  Both o f th e  Moments o f ' coming in to  e x is te n c e ' a re  Moments 
i n  tim e.
Of co u rse , th e re  a re  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een them. As we have m entioned, what
happens i n  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  has a d i f f e r e n t  c h a ra c te r  from what happens
in  th e  Moment of a s t a r ' s  coming in to  e x is te n c e . In  th e  case of th e  Moment of
In c a rn a t io n , God came in t o  e x is te n c e . So a f t e r  t h i s  Moment in  tim e. He [God] i s
in  tim e; now He i s  th e  God-man or God i n  tim e. However, t h i s  does no t mean
th a t  He [God] c e a se s  to  be God. Even though He i s  in  tim e. He i s  s t i l l  God.
Johannes Clim acus say s:
"Behold where he s ta n d s  —  th e  God! Where? There; do you not see  him? 
He i s  th e  God; and y e t  he has ho t a r e s t in g -p la c e  fo r  h is  head , and he
d a re s  no t le a n  on any man l e s t  he cause him to  be o ffen d ed . He i s  th e
God; and y e t  he p ic k s  h i s  s te p s  more c a r e fu l ly  th a n  i f  an g e ls  gu ided  
them, no t to  p rev en t h is  fo o t  from stum bling  a g a in s t  a s to n e , b u t l e s t  he 
tram p le  human bein g s i n  th e  d u s t,  i n  th a t  they  a re  o ffended  i n  him. He i s  
th e  God.; and y e t  h is  eye r e s t s  upon mankind w ith  deep concern , fo r  th e  
te n d e r sh o o ts  o f an in d iv id u a l  l i f e  may be crushed  as  e a s i ly  as a b lad e  of
g r a s s .  How w onderful a l i f e ,  a l l  sorrow  and a l l  lo v e : to  y e a rn  to
ex p re ss  th e  e q u a l i ty  o f lo v e , and y e t  to  be m isunderstood ; to  apprehend 
th e  danger th a t  a l l  men may be d e s tro y e d , and y e t  only so to  be a b le  
r e a l ly  to  save a s in g le  so u l;  h i s  own l i f e  f i l l e d  w ith  sorrow , w h ile  each 
hour of th e  day i s  ta k en  up w ith  th e  tro u b le s  o f th e  le a r n e r  who c o n fid e s  
i n  him! This Is. .ths God, as. he s tan d s  upon th e  e a r th ,  l i k e  un to  th ehumblest by. Jths. asasz jaf. his. smnij>.o.tent. l o v e ." (PF. p p .3 9 f . , myem p h asis ).[1 ]
What Climacus t r i e s  to  say in  t h i s  q u o ta t io n  i s  th e  f a c t  t h a t  even though He 
[ J e s u s  C h r is t]  was an in d iv id u a l  man on th e  e a r th .  He was no t m erely an
in d iv id u a l  man, bu t a t  th e  same tim e God. He d id  not cease  to  be God i n  h is
e x is te n c e  in  tim e; He i s  'God i n  t im e . ' T h ere fo re , G od's coming in to  e x is te n c e , 
u n lik e  a s t a r ' s  coming in to  e x is te n c e , i s  r e la te d  to  th e  E te rn a l .  Even a f t e r  
th e  coming in t o  e x is te n c e  God i s  th e  E te rn a l;  He i s  th e  E te rn a l i n  tim e. Here
1. See a ls o  p . 138.
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i s  th e  a b s o lu te  Paradox w hich we s h a l l  d is c u s s  i n  d e t a i l  in  th e  th i r d  s e c t io n  o f 
t h i s  c h a p te r . As we s h a l l  se e , i f  He ceased  to  be God, He i s  no t th e  a b s o lu te  
Paradox; only in  th e  case  th a t  He i s  an in d iv id u a l  man and a t  th e  same tim e 
God, i s  th e re  the  a b so lu te  P a rad o x .[1 ]
However, as th e  God-man He was in  tim e. And t h i s  't im e ' i s  no t d i f f e r e n t ,  
i n  a s l i g h t e s t  deg ree , from th e  't im e ' i n  which we l i v e .  T h ere fo re , fo r  
K ierkegaard , In c a rn a t io n  i s  no t an e t e r n a l  even t or ever-happen ing  e v e n t, b u t an 
ev en t which was in  tim e i n  th e  r e a l  sen se  of th e  word. Of co u rse , K ierk eg aard , 
l i k e  a l l  o th e r  men, d id  no t ex p erien ce  t h i s  Moment of In c a rn a t io n . And he does 
not know of i t  by h is  re a so n . He only b e lie v e s  th a t  i t  was. But as  f a r  as i t s  
happening i s  concerned, h is  b e l i e f  i n  t h i s  Moment o f In c a rn a tio n  i s  not 
d i f f e r e n t  from h is  b e l i e f  in  any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  But t h i s  does not mean 
th a t  he b e l ie v e s  In c a rn a t io n  as he b e l ie v e s  any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  As we 
s h a l l  see  soon, he says th a t  th e  f a i t h  which i s  r e la te d  to  th e  Moment of 
I n c a rn a t io n  i s  f a i t h  ±n th e  em inent s e n s e CPF. p p .1 0 8 f .) .  But f a i t h  in  th e  
'e m in e n t ' sense  i t s e l f  in v o lv e s  a ls o  f a i t h  in  a d i r e c t  and o rd in a ry  sen se . 
T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , th e  man who does not b e lie v e  th e  even t o f 
In c a rn a t io n  in  a d i r e c t  and o rd in a ry  sense  of th e  word does not and cannot 
b e l ie v e  i t  in  th e  'e m in e n t' s e n se . F o r, a s  we s h a l l  argue in  th e  next s e c t io n ,  
i t  i s  a ls o  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which ta k e s  p la ce  in  tim e in  th e  o rd in a ry  sen se  of 
th e  word. Hence, fo r  K ierk eg aard , th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n , as f a r  as i t s  
te m p o ra lity  i s  concerned , i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from any o th e r  moment in  tim e.
1. T h ere fo re  i t  i s  h a rd ly  p o s s ib le  to  say th a t  th e re  i s  a k ind  o f 
K en o s is -id ea  in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  C h ris to lo g y . The e x is te n c e  of th e  God-man 
p resupposes no t only th e  p re -e x is te n c e  of th e  In c a rn a te  one, b u t a ls o  th e  
p e r f e c t  d iv in i ty  o f th e  In c a rn a te  one. T h ere fo re , th e  God-man i s  th e  tru e  
God and t ru e  man. He does no t cease  to  be God in  o rd e r to  be an 
in d iv id u a l  man. K ie rk eg aard , a s  we s h a l l  s e e , em phasizes t h i s  p o in t in  
h is  d o c tr in e  of the  a b so lu te  Paradox. For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f 
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  C h ris to lo g y , see  Louis D uore.K ierkegaard  as T h eo lo g ian , 
p . 148: "K ierkegaard  never q u e s tio n e d  C h r i s t 's  d iv in i ty .  For him even th e
id e a  of a k e n o s is , i n  which C h r is t  through an a c t  o f t o t a l  a n n ih i la t io n  
em pties H im self o f His d iv i n i ty ,  i s  u n th in k a b le ."
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We now tu rn  to  th e  d is c u s s io n  of th e  Moment of New B ir th  or of F a i th .  When 
we co n s id e r  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  view of F a i th ,  we a lso  f in d  th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e
Moment i s  a Moment in  tim e. By th e  Moment of New B ir th  K ierkegaard  means th e
Moment in  tim e in  which one becomes a b e l ie v e r  or a d i s c ip le .  This s p e c i f ic  
term  ' t h e  Moment of New B i r th ' does not mean, fo r  K ierk eg aard , every  Moment in
which one b e l ie v e s  i n  God. I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f co u rse , t h a t  one has to  b e l ie v e  in
God in  every  Moment; th e re  must not be a Moment in  which one does not b e l ie v e  
in  God; i f  one i s  a d i s c ip le  or a b e l ie v e r ,  one must b e l ie v e  i n  God i n  every 
Moment. K ierkegaard , however, does no t c a l l  every moment, i n  which we b e l ie v e  
th e  in  God, th e  Moment of New B ir th .  The Moment o f New B ir th ,  fo r  K ierk eg aard , 
has a very  s p e c i f i c  meaning.
The Moment in  tim e i n  which th e  one who has not b e lie v e d  i n  God u n t i l  now 
f i r s t  b e l ie v e s  i n  God i s  th e  Moment of New B ir th  of which K ierkegaard  sp eaks. 
B efo re  th e  Moment he was not a b e l ie v e r ,  bu t a f t e r  th e  Moment he i s  a b e l ie v e r  
or a d i s c ip le .  B efo re  th e  Moment he d id  not b e lie v e  i n  God in  a r e a l  sen se  
(even  though he may have had a b e l i e f  in  God i n  h is  own way) o r cou ld  no t
b e lie v e , in  God, bu t a f t e r  th e  Moment he not only b e l ie v e s  in  God, b u t a ls o
cannot bu t b e lie v e  in  God. In  th a t  Moment he has changed. Such a Moment i s  th e
Moment of New B ir th  fo r  K ierk eg aard . In  th a t  Moment, "He becomes an o th e r  man;
not in  th e  f r iv o lo u s  sense o f becoming an o th e r in d iv id u a l o f th e  same q u a l i ty  as 
b e fo re ,  b u t in  th e  sense  of becoming a man of a d i f f e r e n t  q u a l i ty ,  o r as we may 
c a l l  him: a  Jiew c r e a tu r e " (PF. p. 2 3 ) .[ 1 ]  In  t h i s  passage Climacus speaks o f
th e  change of q u a l i ty  or q u a l i t a t i v e  t r a n s i t i o n .  What i s  im p o rtan t in  t h i s  
co n n ec tio n  i s  th a t  th e re  i s  a q u a l i t a t i v e  change, so th a t  i t  cannot be re p e a te d . 
I f  th e re  i s  a need fo r  a  second, t h i r d ,  e tc .  q u a l i t a t i v e  change, th e  f i r s t
1. In  The Works a f . Love K ierkegaard  speaks o f t h i s  change o f q u a l i ty  
in  r e l a t i o n  to  becoming a C h r is t ia n :  " . . . .  He must su re ly  be a b le  to
remember how he was b e fo re  he became a C h r is t ia n ,  and co nsequen tly  know
what change took  p la ce  in  h im   i f  t h i s  change c o n s is te d  i n  h is  becoming
a C hristian"(W L , p .22) .
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q u a l i t a t i v e  change i s  no t a q u a l i t a t i v e  change in  th e  r e a l  sense  o f th e  word. 
The q u a l i t a t i v e  change can only tak e  p la ce  once. The Moment of New B ir th , ,  
th e re fo re ,  i s  i n  tim e. And t h i s  Moment i s  a very  s p e c ia l  Moment; because o f 
t h i s  Moment, th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  change in  man tak es  p la c e . And because o f t h i s  
Moment in  which a q u a l i t a t i v e  change happens, one can b e l ie v e  in  God in  every  
Moment.[1 ]
In  t h i s  sense th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  change which ta k es  p la ce  in  th e  Moment of th e
New B ir th  i s  to  be compared w ith  th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  change which took p la ce  in  th e
F a l l .  A ccording to  V ig i l iu s  H a u fn ie n s is , th e  pseudonymous a u th o r of The Concent
o f D read, " th e  F a l l  i s  th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  le a p " (ÇA., p .48) . To d is c u s s  th i s
i n t e r e s t i n g  p o in t l e t  me q uo te  some passages from The Concent of D read.
"T hat the f i r s t  s in  s ig n i f i e s  som ething d i f f e r e n t  from a  s in  ( i . e . ,  a s in  
l i k e  many o th e r s ) ,  som ething d i f f e r e n t  from one s in  ( i . e . ,  no.1 i n  
r e l a t i o n  to  no .2 ) ,  i s  q u i te  obvious. The f i r s t  s in  c o n s t i tu te s  th e  n a tu re  
o f  th e  q u a l i ty :  th e  f i r s t  s in  i s  s in .  This i s  th e  s e c r e t  i2f. th e  f i r s t .
. . . .  The new q u a l i ty  ap p ea rs  w ith  th e  f i r s t ,  w ith  th e  le a p , w ith  th e  
suddenness of th e  e n ig m a tic " (ÇA, p .3 0 ) .
T h ere fo re , fo r  H a u fn ie n s is , " th rough  th e  f i r s t  s in ,  s in  came in to  th e  w o rld "(ÇA,
p .3 1 ) . And H au fn ien s is  c o n t r a s t s  th e  f i r s t  s in  o f  Adam and th e  f i r s t  s in  of
every  man to  c l a r i f y  th e  s e c r e t  of th e  f i r s t :
"The f i r s t  p o s i ts  th e  q u a l i ty .  Adam, th e n , p o s i t s  s in  in  h im se lf ,  bu t 
a ls o  fo r  th e  ra c e . However, th e  concept o f race  i s  too  a b s t r a c t  to  allow  
to  p o s it in g  o f so c o n c re te  a ca teg o ry  as s in ,  which i s  p o s ite d  p r e c is e ly  
i n  th a t  th e  s in g le  in d iv id u a l  h im se lf ,  as th e  s in g le  in d iv id u a l ,  p o s i t s  
i t .  Thus s in f u ln e s s  in  th e  ra c e  becomes only a q u a n t i ta t iv e ,
app rox im ation . S t i l l  t h i s  has i t s  beg inn ing  w ith  Adam. H erein  l i e s  th e
1. In  t h i s  sense  we can say o f  th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  d if f e re n c e  betw een a
C h r is t ia n  and th e  n a tu ra l  man. For a d is c u s s io n  o f t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e ,  see
F r i t h i o f  B ra n d t ,Sdren K ie rk eg a a rd , p .76: "The C h r is t ia n  d i f f e r s  r a d ic a l ly
from the  n a tu ra l  man. As a b a s is  fo r  h is  view o f l i f e  he has th e  
r e v e la t io n  g iv e n  i n  th e  B ib le . I t  may be sa id  th a t  th e  S e l f  [re g a rd e d  as 
i t  i s ]  i s  g iv en  to  th e  n a tu ra l  man by th e  hand o f N atu re . To th e  
C h r is t ia n  i t  i s  g iv e n  by th e  hand o f God." T h e re fo re , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to
in t e r p r e t  th e  ph rase  " to  become a new c re a tu re "  o r " th e  New B ir th "  as
m erely "a r a d ic a l  change in  s e lf -c o n s c io u s"  a s  John W. E lrod  does. 
C f.Being and E x is ten ce  j j i  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Pseudonymous Works (P r in c e to n : 
P r in c e to n  U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1975), p p .2 1 6 f. Because th e  change o f q u a l i ty  
which Climacus speaks o f i s  more q u a l i t a t i v e  th a n  a m oral change or th e  
change o f s e lf -c o n s c io u s n e s s .
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great signifleanoe sL  Adam abg.v.e ih a l siL .every ottier iJidivJLdaal In .the rac£i and. herain lie s  -tke. ...trn.th afl .tne ahave e x p re s s io n " if CA. p .57, my 
em p h asis ) .
As s in  came in to  th e  w orld by th e  f i r s t  s in  o f man, f a i t h  comes in to  th e  w orld 
by th e  f i r s t  f a i t h  of man. 'The f i r s t , ' bo th  i n  th e  case  of s in  and f a i t h ,  i s  
connected  w ith  th e  change of th e  q u a l i ty .  What i s  im p o rtan t h e re  i s  t h a t  t h i s  
change of q u a l i ty ,  in  th e  case  of bo th  s in  and f a i t h ,  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  tim e and 
h i s to r y .  In  The Concent nf. Dread V ig i l iu s  H au fn ien s is  makes i t  c l e a r  th a t  i t  i s  
im p o ss ib le  to  th in k  th a t  Adam i s  o u ts id e  h i s to r y . [ 1 ]  What H au fn ien s is  t r i e s  to  
speak  o f i s  th a t  th e  change o f q u a l i ty  which ta k e s  p la ce  in  th e  f a l l  i s  in  
h is to r y  and canno t be reg ard ed  as  myth. H a u fn ie n s is ' em phasis on th e  im portance 
o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  change o f q u a l i ty  and ' t h e  f i r s t '  can be in t e r p r e te d  
in  th e  fo llo w in g  two ways.
The f i r s t  p o s s ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  th a t  th e  change o f q u a l i ty  i n  th e  f a l l
ta k e s  p la ce  i n  th e  f i r s t  s in  o f every  in d iv id u a l  man. This i s  c e r t a in ly  one of
th e  p o in ts  which H au fn ien s is  t r i e s  to  em phasize i n  h is  book. H au fn ien s is  say s :
"At every  Moment th e  in d iv id u a l  i s  both  h im se lf  and th e  ra c e  . . . .  i f  th e
in d iv id u a l  has a h i s to r y ,  th e n  th e  ra c e  a ls o  has a h i s t o r y ..............  Adam i s
th e  f i r s t  man. He i s  a t  once h im se lf  and th e  ra c e . . . . .  He i s  no t
e s s e n t i a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  r a c e , fo r  i n  th a t  case th e re  i s  no ra c e  a t
a l l ;  he i s  no t th e  ra c e , f o r  i n  t h a t  case  a ls o  th e re  would be no ra c e . 
He i s  h im se lf  and th e  ra c e . T h e re fo re  th a t  which e x p la in s  Adam a lso  
e x p la in s  th e  ra c e  and v ic e  v e r s a " [2]
But t h i s  does no t exclude th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f th e  second i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  th a t  
even though Adam and every  in d iv id u a l  man f a l l s  in to  s in  th rough th e i r  own f i r s t
1. Cf. ÇA, p p .25- 2 9 .
2 . ÇA, p .2 8 f .  The rea so n  why K ierkegaard  speaks in  t h i s  way i s  to  
em phasize e v e ry o n e 's  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  fo r  t h e i r  own s in .  Cf. N ie ls  
T h u ls tru p fK ie rk e g a a rd 's  R e la t io n  j i  H egel, t r a n s .  Geogre L .S ten g ren  
(P r in c e to n : P r in c e to n  U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1981), p p .3 5 6 f .:  "A gainst
H e g e l's  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  accoun t o f f a l l  i n  G enesis as a myth, 
K ierkegaard  m a in ta in s  t h a t  t h i s  acco u n t q u i te  p r e c is e ly  say s  e v e ry th in g  
th a t ,  on th e  w hole, can be s a id  abou t th e  m a tte r ,  namely th a t  s in  came 
in to  th e  w orld through a s in .  S ince  th e  human ra c e  does not beg in  anew 
w ith  each in d iv id u a l ,  th e n  th e  s in f u ln e s s  o f th e  ra c e  a c q u ire s  a h is to r y  
(a s  has been t r a d i t i o n a l l y  m a in ta ined ) . . . .  When th e  in d iv id u a l  by th e  
q u a l i t a t i v e  le a p  p a r t i c ip a te s  in  t h i s  h i s to r y ,  th e n  r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  fo llo w s 
w ith , so to  speak , a q u a l i t a t i v e  le a p ."
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s in ,  th e re  i s  a d if f e re n c e  betw een Adam and o th e r  in d iv id u a l  men. F or, 
acco rd in g  to  H a u fn ie n s is , th e  f i r s t  s in  o f Adam was no t only th e  f i r s t  s in  of 
Adam in  which Adam h im se lf  f e l l  in to  s in ,  b u t a ls o  th e  f i r s t  s in  in  th e  w orld 
through which "C re a tio n  sank in to  c o r ru p tio n " (ÇA, p .5 b ) .  Such an in t e r p r e t a t i o n  
p resupposes th e  r e a l i t y  of th e  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Adam. In  t h i s  sen se , t h i s  second 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th e  f i r s t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n .  However, t h i s  second 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  does no t depy th a t  fo r  H au fn ien s is  th e  change of th e  q u a l i ty  
ta k e s  p la cé  in  everyone’ s f i r s t  s in .  The only d if f e re n c e  l i e s  in  th e  q u e s tio n  
o f w hether one can see  an o b je c t iv e  r e a l i t y  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Adam or n o t. We 
can f in d  some p la c e s  in  which H au fn ien s is  d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  th e  s i t u a t io n  o f Adam 
and th e  s i t u a t io n  of th e  subsequen t in d iv id u a l .  For exam ple, th e re  i s  dread 
bo th  in  Adam and th e  subsequen t in d iv id u a l  man. However, fo r  each subsequen t 
in d iv id u a l ,  d read  i s  more r e f l e c t i v e :
"The more anxietyC D read] ,  th é  more sensu o u sn ess . The p ro c re a te d  
in d iv id u a l  i s  more sensuous th a n  th e  o r ig in a l ,  and t h i s  "more" i s  th e  
u n iv e rs a l "more" o f th e  g e n e ra tio n  fo r  every subsequen t in d iv id u a l  in  
r e l a t i o n  to  Adam."[1 ]
And H au fn ien s is  c a l l s  Adam th e  f i r s t  man(ÇA, p .29) and a s s e r t s  th a t  he and h is  
s in  must be regarded  as a man and som ething p a s t (ÇA, p .2 6 ) . And H au fn ien s is  
em phasizes th a t  Adam a lso  had o r ig in a l  s in  because of h is  f i r s t  s in .  T h ere fo re , 
fo r  H a u fn ie n s is , even though th e  f a l l  has a d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n  to  each in d iv id u a l ’ s 
f i r s t  s in  in  tim e, i t  a ls o  has an  in d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  f i r s t  s in  o f Adam in  
th e  sense  th a t  Adam’ s f i r s t  s in  i s  th e  s t a r t i n g  p o in t of s i n ’ s coming in to  
e x is te n c e  in  th e  w orld . Such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  can be defended by th e  f a c t  th a t  
H au fn ien s is  does not equ a te  h is  d o c tr in e  of o r ig in a l  s i n  w ith  th e  d o c tr in e s  of
1. p .72. See a ls o  p .61. See ag a in  N ie ls  Thulstrup,"A dam  and
O rig in a l S in ,"  i n  T h eo lo g ica l Concepts in  K ie rk eg aa rd , p . 134: "Adam’ s
s ig n if ic a n c e  i s  th a t  w ith  him s in  began . . . .  One d if f e re n c e  between Adam 
and every  succeed ing  human being  i s  th a t  th e  l a t t e r  has more [d read ] in  
r e l a t i o n  to  Adam, because th e re  has been a q u a n t i ta t iv e  in c re a s e  o f th e  
s in  in  th e  h is to r y  o f th e  r a c e ."
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P e la g ia n ism or S oo in ian ism .C 1] And i t  can a lso  be defended from H a u fn ie n s is ’
a n t i-H e g e lia n  s ta n c e . R eidar Thomte, in  one of h is  n o te s  on The Concent o f
A nxie ty , c o n t r a s t s  th e  views o f Hegel and K ierkegaard  as  fo llo w s ;
’’According to  H egel, th e  in c id e n ts  o f th e  myth o f th e  f a l l  ’ form th e  b a s is  
o f an e s s e n t i a l  a r t i c l e  o f th e  c re e d , th e  d o c tr in e  o f o r ig in a l  s in  i n  man 
and h is  consequent need o f su cco u r’ ( H egel’ s L og ic , s e c t io n  24 Zusatz 3 ) .  
K ierkegaard  m a in ta in s  th a t  Hegel t r e a te d  th e  s to ry  as a ’’myth of th e  
u n d e rs ta n d in g ."  Such a myth i s  based on th e  assum ption  th a t  i t  ad eq u a te ly  
ex p re sse s  th e  e t e r n a l  in  tem poral q u a l i t i e s  and t h a t  i t s  t r u th  can be 
g rasped  by th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g . Over a g a in s t  H egel’ s p o s i t io n ,  
K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s a f f irm s  th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f C h r is t ia n  t r u t h s ,  in c lu d in g  
th a t  of h e re d i ta ry  s in [ o r ig in a l  s i n ] , which in v o lv e s  a tran scen d en ce  th a t  
i s  in c a p a b le  of be ing  g rasp ed  by re a s o n ." [2 ]
Even though Thomte does no t th in k  th a t  K ierkegaard  re c o g n iz e s  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of
Adam, when we c o n s id e r  th e  c o n te x t o f The Concent of D read, we can say , as
T h u ls tru p  does, "SK [K ierk eg aa rd ] does no t exclude th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f th e
h i s t o r i c i t y  o f Adam.’’[3]
As we have m entioned, such an in t e r p r e t a t i o n  does no t deqy th e  p o in t t h a t
1. See ÇA, pp. 28,34,37,59,186.
2 . R eidar T hom te,"N otes", in  The Concent of A nxie ty , p .233 n .2 2 .
3 . N ie ls  Thulstrup,"A dam  and O rig in a l S in ,"  p . 135. The r e c o g n i t io n
o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Adam a ls o  p resupposes th e  h i s t o r i c a l  c r e a t io n  which i s  
alm ost denied  i n  modern th eo lo g y . For K ierkegaard , c r e a t io n  i s  n e i th e r  
myth nor saga , b u t h is to r y  which i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from one’ s own 
e x is te n c e .
In  r e l a t i o n  w ith  t h i s  [even  though i t  i s  not q u i te  re le v a n t]  W alter 
Lowrie makes an in t e r e s t i n g  p o in t;  "Brandes c o n je c tu re d  th a t  i f  
K ierkegaard  had l iv e d  i n  h is  [B ran d es’ ] tim e, he [K ierkegaard ] m ight have 
been p e rv e rse  enough to  r e j e c t  Darwin’ s c e le b ra te d  theory  o f e v o lu tio n . 
In  f a c t ,  he [K ierk eg aa rd ] d id  e m p h a tic a lly  r e j e c t  i t  [ th e  th e o ry  o f
e v o lu tio n ]  i n  advance. . . .  E xac tly  th e  same argument was urged by 
Benjam in W arfie ld , who was my te a c h e r  of theo logy  i n  I 89O. In  th o se  days 
i t  [W a rf ie ld ’ s argum ent] was sc o ffe d  a t  or ig n o re d , b u t in  th e  end i t  
b rough t th a t  theo ry  o f e v o lu tio n  in t o  d is r e p u te " ( no te  in  T ra in in g  in
QhrjLg.tlani.ty, p .30 n . i ) .
And t h i s  p o in t can be co n sid e red  in  r e l a t i o n  to  K ie rk eg aa rd ’s  view o f 
th e  Second Coming o f C h r is t .  In  a sen se ; i t  may be c o r r e c t  to  say th a t  
K ierkegaard  d isp e n se s  w ith  s a lv a t io n - h is to r y .  However, fo r  K ierkegaard , 
C rea tio n ; In c a rn a t io n , and th e  Second Coming o f C h r is t  a re  h i s t o r i c a l  
e v e n ts . K ierkegaard  does no t want to  develop .th e  d o c tr in e  of th e  h is to r y  
o f s a lv a t io n ;  b u t what he knows i s  th e  ev en ts  of C re a tio n , o f In c a rn a t io n  
and o f th e  Second Coming. For an argument th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  Second 
Coming o f C h r is t  and th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  on th e  l a s t  day a re  r e a l  in  i t s  
l i t e r a l  sen se , see  Per L oenn ing ,"K ierkegaard  as a  C h r is t ia n  
T h in k e r ."K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s View o f C h r i s t i a n i t y , p p .1 6 7 f.
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fo r  H au fn ien s is  th e  change o f q u a l i ty  ta k es  p lace  in  everyone’ s f i r s t  s in .  But 
such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  em phasizes th e  h i s t o r i c a l  r e a l i t y  o f th e  f i r s t  s in  of 
mankind. According to  t h i s  second in t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  what H au fn ien s is  t r i e s  to
em phasize i s  th a t  th e re  was a f i r s t  s in  o f Adam which i s  th e  f i r s t  s in  of
mankind and through which th e  s in f u ln e s s  of Adam i s  p o s ite d ;  b u t th a t  each
subsequen t in d iv id u a l  does no t f a l l  in to  s in  a u to m a tic a l ly    each subsequen t
in d iv id u a l  a ls o  f a l l s  in to  s in  by h is  own f i r s t  s in .  By em phasizing t h i s  p o in t ,
H au fn ien s is  t r i e s  to  p rev en t th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f an a s s e r t io n  th a t  we, as
subsequen t men a f t e r  Adam, have no r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  fo r  our own s in  fo r  s in  was
p o s ite d  b e fo re  u s. T h ere fo re , i t  seems to  me th a t ,  fo r  H a u fn ie n s is , bo th  th e  
f i r s t  s in  o f Adam and th e  f i r s t  s in  o f each subsequen t man a re  in  tim e and
h is to r y .  However, even i f  one were to  deny th a t  th a t  th e  f i r s t  s in  o f Adam, fo r
H a u fn ie n s is , i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y [ 1 ] ,  my th e s i s  i n  t h i s  s e c t io n  ( t h a t  the
change o f q u a l i ty  ta k e s  p la ce  in  th e  Moment in  tim e) i s  s t i l l  v a l id .  For even 
though one d en ies  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f th e  f i r s t  s in  o f Adam, i t  i s  s t i l l  th e  case 
fo r  th e  man who d en ies  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f Adam th a t  fo r  H a u fn ie n s is , th e  change 
o f q u a l i ty  to  s in  i s  in  tim e and h i s to r y .
What i s  im p o rtan t in  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  study  i s  t h a t  f o r  K ierkegaard  th e
change o f q u a l i ty  in  th e  f a l l  i s  in  th e  tim e and h is to r y  which a re  not d i f f e r e n t
from th e  tim e and h is to r y  in  which we now l i v e .  As th e  f a l l  in to  s in  and, 
th e re fo re ,  th e  p o s it in g  o f th e  s in f u ln e s s  o f man i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e  New
B ir th  in  which one becomes a new c r e a tu r e  i s  in  tim e. In  th e  Moment o f New
B ir th  which i s  only one Moment in  each d i s c i p l e ’ s l i f e  and th e re fo re  cannot be 
re p e a te d . One tu rn s  round th e  d i r e c t io n  of h is  l i f e ;  b e fo re  th e  Moment one
"was c o n s ta n tly  in  th e  a c t  of d e p a r t in g  from the  tru th "(B E , p .2 3 ) , bu t in  th e
Moment of New B ir th  th e  cou rse  o f l i f e  has been g iv en  an o p p o s ite  d i r e c t io n ,  so
1. I t  i s  q u i te  im p o ss ib le  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of th e  Concept of D read, a t  
l e a s t  fo r  me, fo r  one f in d s  a c e r t a in  em phasis o f th e  o b je c tiv e  r e s u l t , o f  
Adam’ s s in  in  t h i s  book. Cf. e s p . ,  p p .55-60.
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th a t  one has changed. Clim acus p roposes; "L et us c a l l  t h i s  change 
co n v e rs io n CPF. p .2 3 ) .  When he u ses  t h i s  term  he r e l a t e s  i t  to  rep en tan ce  and 
f a i t h .  That i s  to  say , a f t e r  th e  Moment of New B ir th  (o r ,  convers io n ) one 
cannot he lp  bu t become "aw are th a t  h is  form er s t a t e  was a consequence o f  h is  
guilt"(BEL, p .23) and th a t  i t  must be rep en ted  o f . In  a word, now he has 
s in -c o n sc io u sn e s s  which i s  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  from a  sim ple f e e l in g  of 
g u i l t .  As f a r  as co n sc io u sn ess  o f g u i l t  i s  concerned , S o c ra te s , fo r  exam ple, 
who i s  th e  example o f r e l ig io u s n e s s  A can have i t .  But " th e  co n sc io u sn ess  of 
g u i l t  s t i l l  l i e s  e s s e n t i a l ly  in  immanence, in  d i s t i n c t i o n  from th e  co n sc io u sn ess  
o f sin"(CiLE, p .4 ? 4 ) .[ 1 ]  With th e  co n sc io u sn ess  o f s in  now he [ th e  one who has 
th e  co n sc io u sn ess  o f s in ]  , i s  i n  f a i t h . [2 ] For th e  man who has a r e a l  
co n sc io u sn ess  o f s in  does no t and cannot d e s p a ir  of th e  fo rg iv e n e ss  o f s in ,  nor 
abandon C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  d e c la r in g  i t  to  be f a ls e h o o d .[3 ] For th e  r e a l  
co n sc io u sn ess  o f s in  i s  a f t e r  th e  New B ir th  o r becoming a new c r e a tu r e ;  th e  
r e a l  co n sc io u sn ess  o f s in  comes w ith  f a i t h .  A fte r  th e  New B ir th  one i s  aware 
th a t  h i s  form er s t a t e  was s in ,  has a sen se  of sadness in  th e  r e a l  sen se , and has 
f a i t h  i n  th e  fo rg iv e n e ss  o f s in s .
Now he has been q u a l i t a t i v e l y  changed; "A change ta k e s  p la ce  w ith in  him 
l i k e  th e  change from non-being to  b e in g . But t h i s  t r a n s i t i o n  from non-being  to  
being  i s  th e  t r a n s i t i o n  we c a l l  b i r t h .  Now one who e x i s t s  cannot be born ; 
n e v e r th e le s s ,  th e  d i s c ip le  i s  born"(BE., p .2 3 ). This q u a l i t a t i v e  change ta k es
1. But t h i s  co n sc io u sn ess  o f g u i l t  which cannot reach  th e  
co n sc io u sn ess  o f s in  does no t only  e x i s t  in  paganism , b u t a ls o  in  
Christendom , a s  r e l ig io u s n e s s  A can be in  C h r is t i a n i ty  a l s o .  For 
K ierkegaard , t h a t  which has th e  name C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  i n  f a c t ,  i s  not New 
Testam ent C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  b u t must be c a l le d  r e l ig io u s n e s s  A (or, i t  can be 
c a l le d  C hristendom ). C f .CUP, p .495; " R e lig io u sn e ss  A can e x i s t  in  
paganism , and i n  C h r is t i a n i ty  i t  can be th e  r e l ig io u s n e s s  of everyone who 
i s  not d e c is iv e ly  C h r is t ia n ,  w hether he i s  b a p tis e d  o r n o t."
2 . Cf. TG, p .71: "Only th rough  th e  co n sc io u sn ess  of s in  i s  th e re  
e n tra n c e  to  i t  [ C h r i s t i a n i t y ] ,  and th e  wish to  e n te r  in  by any o th e r  way 
i s  th e  crim e o f lè se-m a •) e s te  a g a in s t  C h r i s t i a n i ty ."
3 . Cf.Gim, p p .2 4 4 ff , 2 5 5 ff .
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p la ce  in  th e  Moment which i s  in  tim e. Climacus em phasizes th a t  t h i s  change
happens w ith in  o n e s e lf .  The New B ir th  to  become a new c r e a tu r e  does no t take
p la ce  in  an o th e r realm  beyond tim e and h i s to r y . [ 1 ]  I t  happens w ith in  u s. A fte r  
t h i s  change of q u a l i ty ,  th e re fo re ,  we can be aware th a t  t h i s  q u a l i t a t i v e  change
has tak en  p la ce  w ith in  u s . The Moment of New B ir th ,  th u s , i s  i n  tim e and i t  i s
a Moment in  t im e .[2]
Up to  now we have co n sid e red  th e  tem poral c h a ra c te r  of th e  two Moments of 
I n c a rn a t io n  and o f  th e  New B ir th .  For K ierkegaard , i f  th e se  two Moments were 
not tem poral Moments, th e n  i t  would fo llo w  th a t  Je su s  C h r is t  was no t in c a rn a te  
i n  th e  r e a l  sense  of th e  word and t h a t  th e  d is c ip le s  o r th e  b e l ie v e r s  would not 
be th e  d is c ip le s  o r b e l ie v e r s  i n  a r e a l  sen se . I f  In c a rn a t io n  i s  r e a l ly  th e  
In c a rn a t io n , fo r  K ierk eg aard , i t  must be in  tim e; th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  i s  
a Moment i n  tim e. And i f  th e  New B ir th  i s  a New B ir th ,  i t  must be in  tim e; th e  
Moment o f th e  New B ir th  i s  a Moment in  tim e. We can draw ou t some im p lic a t io n s  
o f t h i s ,  which w i l l  be very  im p o rtan t fo r  our f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  o f
1. Of. Louis D upre ,o p .c i t . , p . 100; "He [K ierk eg aa rd ] i n s i s t s  th a t  
th e  fo rg iv e n e ss  o f s in  was no t prom ised fo r  th e  w orld to  come, fo r  
e t e r n i ty ,  b u t ta k es  p la c e  i n  tim e, i n  th e  p re s e n t ."
2 . T h ere fo re , i t  i s  h a rd ly  p o s s ib le  to  i n t e r p r e t  K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s Moment 
i n  th e  way in  which A llen  does: "The ’Moment’ a t  which th e  in d iv id u a l
s ta n d s  m ight be sym bolized by th e  p o in t a t  which a descending  l i n e
im pinges on one runn ing  h o r iz o n ta l ly  . . . .  The Moment i s  not a s e c t io n  of
tim e , bu t an atom of e t e r n i ty .  I t  i s  c r i s i s  a  judgment on tim e"(
E .L .A llen , K ie rk eg aa rd , p . 145 c i te d  i n  M ack in to sh ,o p . c i t . . p .2 1 0 ). Such 
an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  has a tendency to  ev ap o ra te  th e  Moment, so th a t  th e re  i s  
no Moment in  tim e, bu t only  th e  e te rn a l  Moment which can be found i n  th e  
e a r ly  B a rth . M oreover, A llen  does t r e a t  th e  term  ’Moment’ w ith in  th e
co n te x t of R e lig io u sn e ss  A (o r ,  a t  l e a s t  does no t c l e a r ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e
betw een C h r is t i a n i ty  and R e lig io u sn e ss  A in  h is  d is c u s s io n  of th e  Moment). 
G f .E .L .A lle n ,O P . c i t . . p p .135-164. In  c o n t ra s t  to  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  
David F. Swenson say s: "H is [K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s] view o f  th e  d e c is iv e n e s s  o f
th e  Moment i n  tim e i s  a g a in  an i l l u s t r a t i o n  of how he s t r e s s e s  change."  
( Something ab o u t K ierkegaard  (M in eap o lis : Augsburg P u b lish in g  C o ., 1948,
th i r d  e d i t io n ) ,  p .2 4 9 ). See a ls o  Kenneth H am ilton, "K ierkegaard  on 
S i n , X V i r  (1964 ), p .296: " I t  [ th e  Moment] i s  a d e c is iv e ,  a c tu a l
in s ta n c e  o f tim e ex p erien ced  by an in d iv id u a l  man..............  T his i s  in
com plete c o n t ra s t  w ith  th e  v is io n  o f th e  s p e c u la t iv e  th in k e r ,  fo r  he,
b e l ie v in g  t r u th  to  be t im e le s s ,  tu rn s  away from th e  tem poral . . . . "
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K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n
F i r s t ,  th e  Moment of In c a rn a t io n  and th e  Moment of th e  New B ir th  cannot be 
equated  w ith  one a n o th e r . I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f co u rse , t h a t  they have th e  same 
c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s :  both  of them a re  tem poral Moments bu t f i l l e d  w ith  th e  E te rn a l .
However, as tem poral Moments, they  a re  d i f f e r e n t  Moments i n  tim e. I f  
r e v e la t io n ,  th e re fo r e ,  was g iv e n  by th e  One who became in c a rn a te  in  th e  Moment 
of In c a rn a t io n , th e n , even though we can a cc ep t th e  r e v e la t io n  only  a t  th e  
Moment of New B ir th ,  r é v é la t io n  i t s e l f  has a lre ad y  been g iv e n  by th e  one who 
became in c a rn a te  i n  th e  Moment o f In c a rn a t io n .
The second im p lic a t io n  o f th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  Moment, fo r  K ierk eg aard , i s  th e  
Moment in  tim e i s  th a t  i f  In c a rn a t io n  ta k es  p la ce  i n  one Moment, i t  cannot take 
p la ce  in  any o th e r  Moment in  tim e. The same i s  t ru e  in  th e  case of th e  Moment 
o f th e  New B ir th .  As In c a rn a t io n  was only in  th e  p a s t ,  i n  one Moment i n  tim e 
and, th e re fo re ,  i t  does no t happen a g a in  and ag a in . The New B ir th  canno t be 
re p e a te d  a g a in  and a g a in  in  one d i s c i p l e ’ s l i f e .  I t  only ta k e s  p la ce  once. I f  
i t  i s  no t once in  l i f e ,  a l l  d is c u s s io n  about th e  change o f  q u a l i ty  i s  u s e le s s  
o r ,  r a th e r ,  makes no sen se . In  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s ,  i t  w i l l  be good to  q uo te  a 
passage from th e  P o s t s c r ip t : "T hat an e te r n a l  h ap p in ess  i s  decided  i n  tim e
through th e  r e la t io n s h ip  to  som ething h i s t o r i c a l  was th e  c o n te n t o f iqy
expérim ente i . e . ,  th e  P h ilo so p h ic a l Fragm ents! and w hat I  now c a l l  C h r i s t i a n i ty .  
. . . .  To avoid  d i s t r a c t i o n  a g a in , I  do not w ish to  b r in g  forw ard any o th e r  
C h r is t ia n  p r in c ip le s ;  they  a re  a l l  co n ta in ed  in  t h i s  one, and may be 
c o n s is te n t ly  d e riv e d  from i t ,  j u s t  a s  t h i s  d e te rm in a tio n  a ls o  o f f e r s  th e
s h a rp e s t  c o n t ra s t  w ith  paganism ."(CUE, p .3 30 ).
The th i r d  im p lic a t io n  o f th e  te m p o ra lity  o f th e  Moments of In c a rn a t io n  and 
o f th e  New B ir th  i s  th a t  because o f  those  d e c is iv e  Moments th e re  was an
In c a rn a te  one in  h is to r y  and i n  tim e[1 ] and th e re  i s  a new c re a tu re  in  tim e and
h is to r y .  In c a rn a t io n  took  p la c e  in  th e  Moment. But th e  In c a rn a te  one d id  not
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m erely e x i s t  in  th e  Moment; b u t because o f th e  Moment o f In c a rn a t io n , th e
In c a rn a te  one was i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  As f a r  as th e  In c a rn a te  one as th e
Teacher [R ev ea le r]  was i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e re fo re ,  r e v e la t io n  a ls o  i s  in  
tim e and h is to r y .  That i s  to  say , th e  happening o f r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  i n  tim e 
and h i s to r y .  S im ila r ly ,  because o f th e  Moment of New B ir th  which i s  i n  tim e, 
th e re  i s  a new c re a tu re  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  The new c r e a tu r e  and th e re fo re  h is  
rep en tan ce  and f a i t h  a re  in  tim e. The man who does not become a new c r e a tu r e  in  
tim e cannot be a new c re a tu re  i n  th e  l i f e  a f t e r  d ea th  or th e  coming age. 
E te rn a l b le sse d n e ss  o r s a lv a t io n  i s  decided  in  time(Cf.CI2£, p .3 3 0 ), because th e  
Moment of New B ir th  i s  a Moment in  tim e.
The main p o in t which I  have made in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  t h a t  fo r  K ierkegaard ,
th e  Moment i s  th e  Moment in  tim e. The th re e  im p lic a t io n s  which have been drawn 
ou t h e re  a re  to  be c l e a r ly  c o n tra s te d  to  th e  e a r ly  B a r th ’ s use of th e  ’ e te r n a l  
Moment’ , which we have d isc u sse d  in  th e  f i r s t  ch a p te r  of t h i s  s tu d y .
The d if f e re n c e s  betw een B arth  and K ierkegaard , how ever, do not l i e  in  t h e i r  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  Moment. The d if f e re n c e  between th e  Moment in  tim e
[K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s Moment] and th e  e te r n a l  Moment [B a r th ’ s Moment] le a d s  to  th e
d if f e re n c e  between t h e i r  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and 
h i s to r y .  To make th i s  c le a r e r  i t  w i l l  be good to  tu rn  our a t t e n t i o n  to
K ierk eg aard ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f h i s to r y ’ s r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n  in  c o n t ra s t  to  
B a r th ’ s u n d e rs tan d in g . This i s  th e  ta sk  which we s h a l l  pu rsue in  th e  nex t
s e c t io n .
1. Hence th e  Paradox o f ’God in  tim e’ i s  not only to  be found i n  th e  
Moment of In c a rn a t io n , b u t a ls o  in  th e  l i f e  tim e of J e s u s ,  as  we s h a l l  see
in  d e t a i l  i n  s e c t io n  2 and 3. See a ls o  IE.» p .79: ’’C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  th e
p a ra d o x ic a l t r u th  . . . .  t h a t  th e  e te rn a l  has once come in to  being  i n  tim e 
. . . .  And, in d e ed , th e  paradox i t s e l f  d id  no t e x i s t  fo r  very  many y e a rs ;  
l i  e x is te d  Hhêû C h r is t  l iv e d  and s in c e  th a t  tim e i t  only e x i s t s  every  tim e
one i s  o ffended  and o r t r u ly  b e l i e v e s . ’’
What I  want to  argue in  t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  th a t ,  f o r  K ierk eg aard , r e v e la t io n  
which i s  r e la te d  to  th e  In c a rn a te  one, i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  and tem poral r e v e la t io n ;  
th e  e te r n a l  r e v e la t io n  (o r ,  th e  e t e r n a l  h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e l a t i o n ) ,  a s  we s h a l l  se e , 
fo r  K ierk eg aard , i s  no t th e  C h r is t ia n  concep t o f r e v e la t io n  and cannot be 
reg ard ed  as  C h r is t ia n  r e v e la t io n .
The most im p o rtan t m a te r ia ls  fo r  a  d is c u s s io n  of t h i s  problem  ( i . e . ,  th e  
r e l a t i o n  between r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  fo r  K ierkegaard ) a re  th e  books which 
were p u b lish ed  under th e  pseudonyms o f Johannes Climacus and o f A nti-C lim acus. 
I t  w i l l  be u se fu l th e r e f o r e ,  to  examine b r i e f l y  th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f th e se  
books, b e fo re  we d is c u s s  our m ajor problem  of th e  r e l a t i o n  between h is to r y  and 
r e v e la t io n .  The th in g  which we s h a l l  c o n s id e r  in  t h i s  p re lim in a ry  p a r t  o f t h i s  
s e c t io n  i s  Johannes Climacus* concep t of o b je c tiv e  th in k in g  o r , th e  o b je c t iv e  
approach to  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  in  c o n t r a s t  to  C h r is t ia n  th in k in g  (a  s p e c ia l  form o f 
s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g ) .  But th e  d is c u s s io n  o f th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een o rd in a ry  
s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g  and C h r is t i a n  th in k in g , must be p laced  b e fo re  our d is c u s s io n  
o f th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  and C h r is t ia n  th in k in g . So in  th e  
p re lim in a ry  p a r t  o f t h i s  s e c t io n  I  s h a l l  c o n s id e r  (1) th e  d if f e re n c e  betw een 
o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g  and C h r is t ia n  th in k in g  and (2) th e  d if f e re n c e  
betw een th e  o b je c tiv e  approach to  C h r is t i a n i ty  and C h r is t ia n  th in k in g .
In  a se n se , K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s Johannes Climacus i s  an o b je c t iv e  o b se rv e r  who 
em phasizes s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g .[1 ] T hat i s  to  say , Johannes Climacus knows th a t  
i f  th e re  i s  t r u th ,  i t  must be a c tu a l iz e d  o r r e a l iz e d  i n  one’ s own l i f e  and only
1. Cf. P e te r  R o h d e , Kierkegaard: An In tro d u c t io n  to  H is JLlfg.
and P h ilo so p h y , t r a n s .  Alan Moray W illiam s (New York: H um anities P re s s ,
1963); p . 101: " In  h i s  e a r l i e r  pseudonymous w r i t in g s  ( e s p e c ia l ly  in  h is
w r i t in g s  under th e  name Johannes Climacus) K ierkegaard  approached th e  
C h r is t ia n  f a i t h  as an o u ts id e r  and sough t to  d e f in e  C h r is t i a n i ty  
p h ilo s o p h ic a l ly  by a d e d u c tiv e  p ro c e s s ."
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in  th a t  case can i t  be c a l le d  t r u t h  fo r  him; and th a t  C h r is t i a n i ty  a s s e r t s  th a t  
th e  R evea ler was i n  tim e and h is to r y  and one can have e te r n a l  h ap p in ess  only  
through a p e rso n a l r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  But he h im se lf  i s  no t y e t  
a C h r is t ia n ;  he only  asks  th e  q u e s tio n , "How may I ,  Johannes C lim acus, 
p a r t i c ip a te  i n  th e  h ap p in ess  prom ised by C h r is tia n ity ? " (£ IIE , p .2 0 ) . His m ajor 
concern , as  he h im se lf  d e c la re s  c l e a r ly ,  i s  th e  q u e s tio n , "How to  become a 
C h r is t ia n ? " [1 ]
What Clim acus t r i e s  to  a t ta c k  from th e  s t a r t  i s  th e  a t t i t u d e  th a t  we can be 
a C h r is t ia n  by u n d ers tan d in g  w hat C h r is t i a n i ty  i s .  He c a l l s  such an a t t i t u d e  
th e  o b je c t iv e  approach to  (o r  o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  about) C h r i s t i a n i ty .  H is m ajor 
th e s i s  i s  th a t  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  no t to  be a  C h r is t ia n  even though one knows what 
C h r is t i a n i ty  i s . [2 ] M isunderstand ing  o f t h i s  a s s e r t io n  le a d s  to  th in k in g  th a t  
fo r  Climacus and h i s  u n d ers tan d in g  o f C h r is t i a n i ty ,  th e  o b je c tiv e  elem ent i s  
only  in  our s u b je c t iv e  d e c is io n  and th e re  i s  no o b je c tiv e  elem ent a p a r t  from our 
s u b je c t iv i ty .  So K ierkegaard  i s  o f te n  spoken o f as a s u b j e c t i v i s t .  I t  i s  t ru e  
t h a t  Johannes Clim acus a t ta c k s  o b je c t iv e  th in k in g , o r th e  o b je c tiv e  approach to  
C h r i s t i a n i ty .  But t h i s  dces n o t mean th e re  i s  no o b je c tiv e  elem ent in  h is  
u n d ers tan d in g  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty .  He indeed  w ants to  be a s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r  and 
he th in k s  th a t  i n  o rd e r  to  be a  C h r is t ia n  in  a  r e a l  sen se , one must be a 
s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r .  However, no t a l l  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r s ,  fo r  C lim acus, a re  
C h r is t ia n s .  L essing  and S o c ra te s ,  fo r  example, whom Clim acus ta k es  as  exam ples 
o f  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e rs  a re  not C h r is t ia n s  in  C lim acus’ sen se  o f C h r is t ia n ,  For
1. The rea so n  why K ierkegaard  u ses  such a s t r a te g y  can be ex p la in ed  
i n  r e l a t i o n  to  h is  d o c tr in e  o f in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n . For f u r th e r  
d is c u s s io n  o f K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s d o c tr in e  of in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n , see  R obert 
Com m ing,"Existence and Com m unication,"E th ic s , LXV (1 9 5 5 ), p p .79-101. See 
a ls o  Harry S. B roudy, "K ierkegaard  on In d irec t-C o m m u n ica tio n ."The Jo u rn a l 
a t  .FMlQSOPhy, LV III (1961) , p p .225-233.
2 . Cf. C .S tephen E vans,S u b je c t iv i ty  and R e lig io u s  B e l ie f  (Grand 
R apids: Eerdmans, 1978), p .123: "K ierkegaard  c le a r ly  adm its  th a t  a
p erso n  can u n d ers tan d  w hat C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  w ith o u t being  a C h r is t ia n .  
What i s  denied  i s  th a t  a  p erson  can know what i t  i s  to  a C h r is t ia n  
w ith o u t being  one ."
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Johannes C lim acus, to  be a s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r  i s  a n ecessa ry  c o n d itio n , b u t not 
a  s u f f i c i e n t  c o n d itio n  o f be ing  a C h r is t ia n .
There a re  two s a l i e n t  d if f e r e n c e s  betw een o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r  and 
th e  C h r is t ia n  o f  whom Johannes Climacus speaks. F i r s t  o f a l l ,  they  a re  
d i f f e r e n t  in  re g a rd  to  t h e i r  s t a r t i n g  p o in t :  o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r  s t a r t s
from th e  p re s u p p o s itio n  th a t  s u b je c t iv i ty  i s  t r u th ,  w hereas a C h r is t ia n  th in k e r  
s t a r t s  from th e  s ta te m e n t th a t  s u b je c t iv i ty  i s  u n t r u th . [1 ]  A ccord ing ly , fo r  
o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r ,  t r u th  i s  w ith in  o n e s e lf  from e t e r n i ty ,  w hereas fo r  
a  C h r is t ia n ,  men a re  in  u n tru th  a f t e r  th e  F a l l .  Johannes Clim acus say s : "L et
us now c a l l  th e  u n tru th  of th e . in d iv id u a l  S in  . . . .  He i s  not born  as a s in n e r  
i n  th e  sense  th a t  he i s  presupposed as  be ing  a s in n e r  b e fo re  he i s  born , b u t he 
i s  born  in  s in  and as a s in n e r .  T his we m ight c a l l  O r ig in a l Sin."(CU P, p . 186).
T h e ir  [C h r is t ia n  th in k e r ,  and o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r ’ s ]  d i f f e r e n t  
p re s u p p o s itio n  le a d s  to  th e  second d if f e r e n c e  between t h e i r  views o f r e v e la t io n .  
For o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r ,  i f  th e re  i s  r e v e la t io n ,  i t  must be an e t e r n a l  
r e v e la t io n  and, th e re fo re ,  i t  can be u nders tood  by human re a so n  which i s  a ls o
1. CUP, p p . l8 3 f f .  See a ls o  J o u r n a l . 809: " . . . .  t r u th  from th e
C h r is t ia n  p o in t o f view , does no t l i e  in  th e  s u b je c t  (a s  S o c ra te s  
unders to o d  i t ) ,  b u t in  a r e v e la t io n  which must be p ro c la im ed ."
See a lso  G regor M aien tshuk .K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s Thought, ed s . and t r a n s .  
Howard and Edna Hong (P r in c e to n : P r in c e to n  U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1971),
p .288: "C lim acus s t i p u l a t e s  th e  f i r s t  le v e l  o f th e  a p p ro p r ia t io n  [o f  th e
t r u th ]  w ith  th e  words: ’S u b je c t iv i ty ,  inw ardness i s  t r u t h . ’ Climacus
b eg in s  w ith  a s u b s ta n t i a t io n  o f t h i s  p ro p o s it io n , a s c r ib in g  i t  to
S o c ra te s , a f t e r  which by means o f p a in s ta k in g  d i a l e c t i c a l  r e f l e c t i o n  he 
le a d s  th e  e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  th rough many le v e ls  o f e x is te n c e  to  a f i n a l  
c o n f ro n ta t io n  w ith  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  where i t  i s  acknowledged th a t  
’ s u b je c t iv i ty  i s  u n t r u t h .” ’ See a ls o  N .H .Soe,"The Development o f
K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s View o f C h r i s t i a n i ty :  The P eriod  up to  th e  P o s t s c r ip t , "  i n
K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s View o f C h r i s t i a n ! tv . B ib lio th e c a  K ie rk eg a a rd ian a , I ,  ed s . 
N ie ls  and M arie T h u ls tru p  (Copenhagen: R e i tz e l ,  1978), p .7 8 :.  "To
S o c ra te s  th e  b a s is  was th e  th e s i s  th a t  S u b je c t iv i ty  i s  t r u th .  The 
o p p o s ite  i s  t ru e  fo r  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  namely th a t  s u b je c t iv i ty  i s  u n tru th , i t  
i s  even po lem ica l a g a in s t  t r u t h ,  and i t  i s  so because o f i t s  own g u i l t ,  
because i t  cannot be so as a r e s u l t  o f th e  God, i t s  C re a to r ."  See a g a in  
Ingvar Horgby. " Im m e d ia c y -S u b ie c tiv ity -R e v e la tio n ." In q u iry , V III  (1965 ), 
p p .84 , 112-114; E .L .A lle n .K ierkegaard : L i f e  and Thought (London:
S ta n le y , 1935), p p .175, 180; and N ie ls  T h u ls tru p . K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s R e la tio n  
i û  ÜÊgfîi, p .375.
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e te r n a l .  Of co u rse , o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  to  th e  o b je c t iv e
th in k e r ,  speaks o f paradox. For S o c ra te s ,
"when .the Ætennal .truth r.eiateh iu  un e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  i t  becomes a 
p aradox . The paradox r e p e ls  in  th e  inw ardness o f th e  e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l ,  
th rough  th e  o b je c tiv e  u n c e r ta in ty  and th e  co rrespond ing  S o c ra tic  ig n o ran c e  
. . . .  For w ith o u t r i s k  th e re  i s  no f a i t h  . . . .  When S o c ra te s  b e lie v e d  th a t  
th e re  was a God, he h e ld  f a s t  to  th e  o b je c tiv e  u n c e r ta in ty  w ith  th e  whole
p a ss io n  o f h is  inw ard n ess , and i t  i s  p re c is e ly  in  t h i s  c o n t ra d ic t io n  and
t h i s  r i s k ,  t h a t  f a i t h  i s  rooted"(CU E, p p .1 8 ? f . , my em phasis).
However, th e  S o c ra t ic  Paradox l i e s  in  th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  e te r n a l  and tim e.
And th e  e t e r n a l  i s  only  a h idden  o r a f o rg o t te n  th in g . In  t h i s  sen se , th e
e te r n a l  i s  o p p o s ite  o f tim e. T h ere fo re , i n  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  " in  th e  S o c ra t ic
view , each  in d iv id u a l  i s  h i s  own c e n te r ,  and th e  e n t i r e  w orld  c e n te r s  i n  him,
because h is  se lf-k n o w led g e  i s  a knowledge o f God"(EE, p . 1 4 ).
For th e  C h r is t ia n ,  on th e  c o n tra ry , r e v e la t io n  i s  g iv e n  to  us in  a c e r t a in  
tim e, and was not i n  us from e t e r n i ty .  Here i s  th e  A bso lu te  Paradox o r th e  
ab su rd . T his p o in t w i l l  be d isc u sse d  in  d e t a i l  in  th e  nex t s e c t io n .  Here i t  i s  
s u f f i c i e n t  to  no te  th a t  c o n t ra s t in g  th e  S o c ra tic  paradox w ith  th e  a b so lu te  
Paradox, Climacus say s; "What now i s  th e  absurd? The absu rd  i s  —-  th a t  th e  
e te r n a l  t r u th  hu& come into being  jJL i im e . th a t  God has oome in to  b e in g , has 
been born , has grown up, and so f o r t h . . ."(CEE, p . 188, my em p h asis). And t h i s  
in c a rn a te  one, acco rd in g  to  P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm ents, i s  th e  T eacher or R ev ea le r 
o f  th e  e t e r n a l  t r u th .
When we co n s id e r  th e se  two q u a l i t a t i v e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between o rd in a ry  
s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g  and C h r is t i a n  th in k in g  in  C lim acus' w r i t in g s ,  we cannot 
eq u a te  them. C h r is t ia n  th in k in g , i n  c o n t r a s t  to  o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g , 
has an o b je c t iv e  elem ent which i s  i n  tim e and h is to r y  . [1 ]  T hat i s  to  say , th e re  
must be th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  th a t  God has come in to  b e in g , has  been b o rn , has 
grown up, and so f o r th ,  to  be th e  T eacher or th e  R ev ea le r to  man. T his i s  
c a l le d  th e  A bsolu te  Paradox by K ie rk eg aa rd . And " th e  how [how to  become a 
C h r is t ia n ]  can only co rrespond  w ith  one th in g , th e  A bso lu te  P aradox"(CUP.
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p .33 2 ).
Up to  now, we have co n s id e re d  th a t  C h r is t ia n  th in k in g  m ust no t be confused  
w ith  o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g ^  even though i t  [ C h r is t i a n  th in k in g ] ,  
acco rd in g  to  K ierkegaard , has a s u b je c t iv e  elem ent as w e ll as an o b je c t iv e  
e lem en t. In  C lim acus' u n d e rs tan d in g  o f  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  th e r e f o r e ,  th e re  i s  an 
o b je c t iv e  elem ent which e x i s t s  in d e o en d en tlv  o f our s u b je c t iv e  a p p ro p r ia t io n ;  
he i s  no t a s u b je c t iv i s t  in  h i s  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f C h r i s t i a n i t y . [2 ]
Now we tu rn  to  th e  second problem  which we have sa id  t h a t  we should  d is c u s s  
in  th e  p re lim in a ry  p a r t  o f t h i s  s e c t io n .  That i s ,  th e  problem  o f th e  d if f e re n c e  
between o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  and C h r is t i a n  th in k in g . What i s  o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  
or th e  o b je c tiv e  approach which Clim acus a t ta c k s  w ith  vehemence? The most 
s im p le  example o f o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  or th e  o b je c tiv e  approach to  C h r is t i a n i ty  
i s  th a t  one th in k s  th a t  he i s  a C h r is t i a n  because he knows th e  o b je c tiv e  elem ent 
i n  C h r i s t i a n i ty .  A ccording to  Johannes C lim acus, even though one knows or even 
seems to  b e l ie v e  th e  o b je c t iv e  elem ent in  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  one i s  not y e t  a 
C h r i s t i a n . [ 3 ] Such a sim ple example o f o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  o f te n  in tro d u c e s  even 
more dangerous forms o f th e  o b je c t iv e  approach to  C h r i s t i a n i ty  th a n  th e  sim ple 
exam ple. There a re  two k inds o f dangerous form o f th e  o b je c t iv e  approach to  
C h r i s t i a n i ty .  One o f them i s  a p o s i t iv e  one, and th e  o th e r  i s  n e g a tiv e . 
However, bo th  o f them a re  dangerous approaches to  C h r i s t i a n i ty .
The p o s i t iv e  o b je c tiv e  approach to  C h r is t i a n i ty  which i s  dangerous, s t a r t s
1. Cf. V a lte r  L indstroem , "The Problem o f O b je c t iv i ty  and 
S u b je c t iv i ty  in  K ie rk eg a a rd ,"  i n  A  K ierkegaard  C r i t iq u e , p .230; 
" K ie rk e g a a rd 's  though t i s  n o t, i n  f a c t ,  e x c lu s iv e ly  dom inated by th e  
argum ent in  fav o r o f s u b je c t iv i ty  and a g a in s t  o p in io n s  th a t  unduly 
em phasize o b je c t iv i ty .  On th e  c o n tra ry ,  he t r i e s  to  do ju s t i c e  th e  
o b je c t iv e  elem ent of C h r i s t i a n i ty  whenever p o s s ib le ."  See a lso  Edward John 
C a rn e ll,Ih fi, EundfiJl 2Î .  S8Û2JÊI1 K ie rk eg a a rd , pp. 110-111; "L et i t  be 
a s s e r te d  fo r  a l l  to  h e a r  th a t  K ierkegaard  d id  no t s e p a ra te  h im se lf  from 
th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  orthodox c la im  th a t  th e  d a ta  of C h r i s t i a n i ty  a re  o b je c tiv e  
in  th e  sense  o f e x is t in g  ' o u t t h e r e . '  What d is tu rb e d  him, r a th e r ,  was th e  
way p ro fe s s in g  C h r is t ia n s  s u b s t i tu t e d  i n t e l l e c t u a l  a s s e n t  to  th e se  d a ta  
fo r  th e  d e c is iv e  . . . .  s t a t e  o f be ing  C h r is t i a n s ."
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w ith  th e  in te n t io n  o f  defend ing  C h r i s t i a n i ty .  But t h i s  m otive i t s e l f  i s ,  fo r  
C lim acus, no t C h r is t ia n .  C lim acus, fo r  exam ple, sco rn s  th e  le a rn e d  th e o lo g ia n  
who "has com pleted th e  ta s k  [o f  p roving  th e  i n s p i r a t io n  o f th e  S c r ip tu r e s  by 
c r i t i c a l  method] and has drawn th e  co n c lu s io n : e rg o , now you can base your
e te r n a l  h ap p in ess  on th e se  w ritings"(£U E » p .2 ? , my i t a l i c s ) .  According to  
C lim acus, t h i s  th e o lo g ia n  th in k s  f a l s e ly  t h a t  our f a i t h  can be based on h is  
p ro o f; he does no t know th a t  h i s  p ro o f i s  only an ap p rox im ation . Of co u rse , 
t h i s  does no t mean th a t  th e  r e s u l t  o f h is  p roo f i s  always u n tru th .  He can prove 
th e  th in g  as i t  i s  in  r e a l i t y .  However, even i f  he had succeeded in  t h i s  p ro o f, 
h i s  p rov ing  i s  only an ap p ro x im atio n . That i s  to  say , even though we know h is
2 . C f .J o u rn a l . 528: " In  a l l  th a t  i s  u su a lly  s a id  about Johannes
Climacus being  p u re ly  s u b je c t iv e  and so on, peop le  have fo rg o t te n ,  i n  
a d d i t io n  to  ev e ry th in g  e l s e  c o n c re te  about him, t h a t  in  one o f th e  l a s t  
s e c t io n s  he shows th a t  th e  cu r io u s  th in g  i s :  t h a t  th e re  i s  a 'how ' which
has t h i s  q u a l i ty  . . .  t h a t  i t  i s  th e  'how ' o f ' f a i t h . ' "
For in t e r p r e ta t io n s  which a lso  see  th e  im portance o f th e  o b je c tiv e  
elem ent i n  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  r e l i g io u s  th in k in g , see  (1) Paul 
E dw ard,"K ierkegaard  and th e  T ru th  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,"  p . 105: " . . . . i f  th e re
were no God or no God of th e  k ind  th e  C h r is t ia n  b e l ie v e s  in  or i f  Je su s
never l iv e d  or i f  he l iv e d  bu t was in  f a c t  an o th e r human b e in g , th e
p a ss io n  o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  b e l ie v e r  would a ls o  be m isd ire c te d  or
'a b e r r a n t . " ;  (2) James Brown.Subi a c t iv e  and. Gbj e e t i v e  in  Modern T heology, 
p .58: " S u b je c t iv i ty  i s  n e i th e r  i n t e l l e c t u a l  no t e th ic a l  s o lip s is m . His
[K ie rk e g a a rd 's  S u b je c t iv i ty ]  i s  no t th e  I d e n t i ty  P h ilosophy  o f a S c h e llin g  
i n  which the  S u b jec t p o s i t s  th e  O b je c t, th e  ego produces th e  non-ego, 
s p i r i t  o b j e c t i f i e s  i t s e l f  i n  m a tte r  in  a p o la r i ty  which c o n s t i tu te s  
n a tu r e ." ;  (3) Per L o en n in g ,Ih a  Dilemma of Contem porary Theology 
(W estpo rt, C o n n ec ticu t: Greenwood P re s s , 1978), p .83: " S u b je c t iv i ty  i s
an open a t t i t u d e  . . . .  Here K ie rk e g a a rd 's  concern  d i f f e r s  r a d ic a l ly  from 
a l l  th e  id e o lo g ie s  u s u a lly  l i s t e d  in  th e  la rg e  schoo l o f 's u b je c t iv i s m . ' 
S u b je c tiv ism  i t s e l f  i s  n e i th e r  more or l e s s  th an  a k ind  o f 'o b je c t iv i s m , ' 
making s u b je c t iv i ty  an o b je c t ,  a th e o ry , a  co m p e tito r to  o th e r  system s 
c la im in g  u n iv e rs a l  v a l i d i t y . " ;  (4) Louis D uore,K ierkegaard  as T heo lo g ian , 
p p .129-134, 183; (5) N .H .Sgi'e ,"K ierkegaard 's D o c trin e  o f th e  P aradox ,"  i n
A K ierkegaard  C r i t iq ue , p p .207-227; (6) V a lte r  L indstroem ,"T he Problem of
O b je c t iv i ty  and S u b je c t iv i ty  in  K ie rk eg aa rd ,"  pp .228-243 ; (7) Mark
C .T a v lo r .K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Pseudonymous A uth o rsh ip , p p .3 8 f . ;  (8) R obert
C .R o b erts ,"T h in k in g  S u b je c t iv e ly ." I n te r n a t io n a l  J o u ra a l  o f P h ilo so p hy. XI 
( 1980) ,  pp. 71- 92 , e s p . , p .7 6 ; and (9) Paul L .H olm er,"K ierkegaard  and
R e lig io u s  P r o p o s i t io n s ," The J o u rn a l o f R e lig io n , XXXV (1 9 5 5 ), p p .135-146.
3 . Cf.£II£, p p .511-512: "The o b je c t iv e  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f C h r is t i a n i ty  
i s  m islead in g  o r m isled  when i t  co n ce iv es  th a t  by le a rn in g  to  know 
o b je c t iv e ly  what C h r i s t i a n i ty  i s  (a s  an in v e s t ig a to r  le a rn s  i t  by th e  way 
o f r e s e a rc h , s c h o la r s h ip ,  l e a r n in g ) ,  one the reby  becomes a C h r is t ia n  (who 
bases  h i s  b le sse d n e ss  upon th i s  h i s t o r i c a l  w itn e s s ) ."
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p ro o f , we a re  not y e t C h r is t i a n s .E 13 One cannot come to  b e l ie v e  G od's r e v e la t io n
through such an o b je c t iv e  in q u iry  a lo n e . Climacus say s;
" I  assume th a t  th e  c r i t i c s  have succeeded in  p rov ing  about th e  B ib le  
e v e ry th in g  th a t  any le a rn e d  th e o lo g ia n  in  h is  h a p p ie s t  moment has ever 
w ished to  prove abou t th e  B ib le  [ t h a t  i s ,  ' t h e  c a n o n ic ity  o f th e  
in d iv id u a l  books, t h e i r  a u th e n t ic i ty ,  t h e i r  i n t e g r i t y ,  th e  t ru s tw o r th in e s s  
o f  t h e i r  au th o rs '(£ H E , p .2 6 ) ] .  These books and no o th e rs  belong to  th e  
cannon; they  a re  a u th e n t ic ;  th ey  a re  i n t e g r a l ;  t h e i r  a u th o r 's  a re  
trustw orthy"(£JiE ., p .2 9 ) .
But t h i s  i s  only a q u a n t i t a t iv e  app ro x im atio n . To b e l ie v e  them or no t i s  a
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t  problem . Even though one proves a l l  th e se  th in g s , i t  i s
p o s s ib le  th a t  he does not b e l ie v e  them and does not l i v e  acco rd in g  to  them.
What i s  im p o rtan t h e re  i s  th a t  what Johannes Climacus a t ta c k s  i s  th e  a t t i t u d e
which s t a r t s  from an a g n o s tic  v ie w -p o in t, s tu d ie s  a l l  th e  m a te r ia ls ,  by t h i s
s tudy  com pletes h is  ta s k  o f p rov ing  and says th a t  ' e r g o ' . now you can b e l ie v e .
A ccording to  t h i s  a t t i t u d e  [ th e  p o s i t iv e  o b je c tiv e  a t t i t u d e ] ,  th e  th in g s  which
must be b e lie v e d  cannot be a s u f f i c i e n t  b a s is  fo r  e te r n a l  h ap p in ess  b e fo re  one
has f in is h e d  th e  ta sk  o f p ro v in g ; only  a f t e r  he has f in is h e d  th e  ta s k  o f
prov ing  can i t  be th e  b a s is  o f our e te r n a l  h ap p in ess . So he sa y s : ergo  you can
b e l ie v e .  T his a t t i t u d e ,  i n  f a c t ,  does n o t b e lie v e  in  God, b u t i n  h im se lf ,  h is
own s c i e n t i f i c  c a p a c ity .  T h is a t t i t u d e  o f s c i e n t i f i c  h u b r is  i s  th e  o b je c t of
C lim acus' a t ta c k .  T h e re fo re , Climacus say s :
"Whoever defends th e  B ib le  in  th e  i n t e r e s t  o f f a i t h  must have made i t
c l e a r  to  h im se lf  w he th er, i f  he succeeds beyond e x p e c ta t io n , th e re  could 
from a l l  h is  la b o r  ensue an y th in g  a t  a l l  w ith  r e s p e c t  to  f a i t h ,  l e s t  he
shou ld  come to  s t i c k  f a s t  in  th e  p a re n th e s is  o f h is  la b o r ,  and f o r g e t ,  
over th e  d i f f i c u l t i e s  o f s c h o la r s h ip ,  th e  d e c is iv e  d i a l e c t i c a l  
c la u d a tu r " CCUP. p .2 9 ) .
The n e g a tiv e  dangerous form o f o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  a ls o  has a r e l a t i o n  to
1. Cf. R obert M errihew A dam s,"K ierkegaard 's  Argument a g a in s t  
O b je c tiv e  Reasoning i n  R e l i g i o n , Moni s t , XL (1 9 7 7 ), p .232: " I t  i s
c l e a r  th a t  h i s t o r i c a l  b e l i e f s  can be o b je c t iv e ly  p ro b a b le ; and in  th e  
A pproxim ation Argument, K ierkegaard  does n o t deny th a t  C h r is t ia n  
h i s t o r i c a l  b e l i e f s  can be o b je c t iv e ly  p ro b ab le . His th e s i s  i s ,  i n  e f f e c t ,  
t h a t  i n  view o f an i n f i n i t e  p a s s io n a te  i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e i r  s u b je c t iv e  
m a tte r ,  they  cannot be advan tageous, even i f  they  a re  o b je c t iv e ly  
p ro b a b le ."
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C h r i s t i a n i ty .  But i t  tra n s fo rm s  o r d i s t o r t s  C h r is t i a n i ty  a f t e r  having le a rn e d
from C h r is t i a n i ty .C l ]  Johannes Climacus speaks o f th e  men who approach
C h r is t i a n i ty  in  t h i s  way as fo llo w s :
"They le a r n  som ething from C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  m isunderstand  i t ,  and by way of 
a d d i t io n a l  m isun d erstan d in g  use i t  a g a in s t  C h r i s t i a n i ty .  I f  in  o lden  
tim es th e  f e a r f u l  th in g  was th a t  one m ight be o ffen d ed , now th e  f e a r f u l
th in g  i s  th a t  th e re  i s  no th ing  f e a r f u l  ai%r more, th a t  i n  a  t r i c e ,  b e fo re
th e  in d iv id u a l  has tim e to  look  around, he becomes a p h ilo so p h e r who 
s p e c u la te s  over f a i t h  . . . .  S p e c u la tiv e  ph ilosophy  a c c e p ts , on th e  
c o n tra ry  [ c o n tra ry  to  th e  modern m y th ica l a l le g o r iz in g  tendency which 
d e c la re s  ou t and ou t th a t  th e  whole o f C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  a m yth], th e  
paradox , bu t does no t s tan d  s t i l l  a t  t h i s  p o s i t io n .  Nor i s  th e re  apy need 
o f s ta n d in g  s t i l l ,  fo r  when a man p e r s i s t s  in  h o ld in g  th e  paradox f a s t  as 
a  b e l ie v e r ,  more and more p ro found ly  ex p lo rin g  e x i s t e n t i a l l y  th e  
inw ardness o f f a i t h ,  he does no t s tan d  s t i l l " ( CUP, p p .1 9 2 f . ,1 9 5 ) .
Now such people a re  try in g  to  u n d ers tan d  th e  co n ten t o f r e v e la t io n  by t h e i r
rea so n . And such an a ttem p t changes th e  c o n te n t o f r e v e la t io n  in to  som ething
which f i t s  human rea so n . So th e  c o n te n t o f r e v e la t io n  becomes r a t i o n a l
knowledge. In  h is  w r i t in g s  Clim acus u ses  th e  term  knowledge i n  t h i s  r e s t r i c t e d
1. T h ere fo re , i n  t h i s  case  th e  knowledge i t s e l f  i s  d i s to r t e d ;  th e  
knowledge becomes an in c o r r e c t  knowledge. For C lim acus, th e re  i s  a c le a r  
d i s t i n c t i o n  between c o r r e c t  knowledge and a f a l s e  knowledge o f 
C h r i s t i a n i ty .  The n e g a tiv e  form o f o b je c tiv e  th in k in g  i s  wrong i n  two 
ways: i t  i s  no t to  a c tu a l i z e  th e  t r u th  in  o n e 's  l i f e  and moreover i t  does
no t have a c o r r e c t  knowledge o r i t  d i s t o r t s  th e  c o r r e c t  knowledge ( i t  
changes th e  c o r r e c t  knowledge in to  a a f a l s e  know ledge). In  t h i s  r e s p e c t  
I  a g ree  w ith  R .C .R o b erts ' a s s e r t io n :  " I f  someone proposes th a t  I  b e l ie v e
t h a t  J e su s  i s  th e  Redeemer b u t t e l l s  me in  th e  same b re a th  th a t  i n  a l l
p ro b a b i l i ty  th e  documents w itn e ss in g  to  Him [J e s u s  C h r is t]  a re  
f a b r ic a t io n s  o f a s ix th  cen tu ry  jo k e s te r ,  he i s  perhaps ask in g  me to  ta k e  
le a v e  o f iqy se n s e s . Or, i f  he t e l l s  me th a t  Je su s  i s  th e  C h r is t  b u t th en  
c la im s th a t  a l l  th e  b i b l i c a l  m a te r ia l  th a t  would add up to  a c la im  th a t  
J e su s  i s  th e  C h r is t  i s  a  m y th o lo g ica l adornment of h is to r y  by th e  p ious 
im a g in a tio n  o f th e  p r im it iv e  Church, th e n  perhaps he means som ething 
d i f f e r e n t  by th e  e x p re s s io n  " Je su s  i s  th e  C h r is t"  th a n  th e  a p o s tle s  and 
most C h r is t ia n  th in k e r s  and K ierkegaard  mean by i t . "  R .C .R o b erts ,"T h in k in g  
S u b je c t iv e ly ." I n te r n a t io n a l  Jo u rn a l fo r  Philosophv o f  R e lig io n , XI (1 9 8 0 ), 
p p .8 l f .  See a lso  N ie ls  T h u ls tru p ,K ie rk e g a a rd 's  R e la tio n  H egel.
p p .375 ,379: " S p e c u la t io n  has m isco n stru ed  what i t  means to  be human,
s in c e  i t  u n d ers tan d s  man, a t  l e a s t  th e  s p e c u la tiv e  man, a s  sim ply e t e r n a l ,  
which no e x i s t in g  man i s  o r can be. Q uite i n  th e  same way i t  has 
m isunderstood  what C h r i s t i a n i ty  i s ,  s in c e  s p e c u la tio n  w ishes to  conce ive  
th e  c o n c e iv a b le ."  " C e r ta in ly  s p e c u la t iv e  thought reco g n ized  g u i l t  and s in ,  
b u t not as e x i s t e n t i a l l y  c r u c ia l  e lem en ts , only as r e l a t i v e  components in  
th e  a l l - r e l a t i v i z i n g  system , where no th ing  i s  s ta b le ,  where every  th in g  i s  
i n  f lu x ."
Page 201
se n se . That i s  to  say , what C lim acus c a l l s  'know ledge ' i n  h i s  w r i t in g s  i s  th e  
knowledge which i s  understood  by human re a so n . Because o f t h i s  s p e c ia l  way o f 
speak ing  C lim acus i s  o f te n  m isunderstood  a s  being  a g a in s t  re a so n . But t h i s  i s  
no t a v a l id  u n d e rs tan d in g . Even though he does no t use th e  term  knowledge, in  
C h r i s t i a n i ty  th e re  i s  som ething o b je c t iv e . [1 ]  In  t h i s  ju n c tu r e ,  we can q u o te  one 
r e le v a n t  passage:
"T here i s  no la c k  o f in fo rm a tio n  in  a C h r is t i a n  la n d , som ething e l s e  i s  
la c k in g , and th i s  i s  som ething which th e  one man cannot d i r e c t l y  
communicate to  th e  o th e r .  . . .  [B u t] i f  th e re  were any one who d id  no t 
know i t  [ th e  in fo rm a tio n  abou t C h r is t i a n i ty ]  I  m ight perhaps be i n  danger 
o f b e in g  d is lo d g e d  from my p o s i t io n  o f  e q u ilib r iu m  by th e  thought t h a t  I  
m ight be i n  a p o s i t io n  to  communicate to  someone the  n eed fu l p re lim in a ry  
knowledge"(jSilE, p p .542, 181 . n o te ) .
A ccording to  t h i s  q u o ta tio n , th e re  a re  two th in g s  which a re  r e l a t e d  to
C h r i s t i a n i ty  [2 ] ;  th e  one i s  a  th in g  w hich can be d i r e c t l y  communicated ( th e
p re lim in a ry  knowledge) [3] and th e  o th e r  i s  a th in g  which canno t be d i r e c t l y
communicated (w hat i t  means to  l i v e  acco rd in g  to  th e  t r u t h ) .  The second one i s
no t to  be w ith o u t th e  f i r s t  one ( th e  p re lim in a ry  know led g e).[4 ] I t  i s
im p o ss ib le , however, to  em phasize only  th e  p re lim in a ry  knowledge.
1. In  th e  fo llo w in g  d is c u s s io n  I  s h a l l  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  betw een 
knowledge in  a  broad sen se  o f th e  word and knowledge i n  th e  r e s t r i c t e d  
sen se  o f th e  word ( th e  knowledge which can be comprehended by human 
re a so n ; w hat i s  ' r a t i o n a l '  i n  th e  K an tian  and H ege lian  sense  o f th e  word) 
and r e l a t e  them to  o b je c t iv i ty  i n  a broad sense  and o b je c t iv e  th in k in g  or 
th e  o b je c tiv e  approach to  r e v e la t io n  r e s p e c t iv e ly .  Of c o u rse , we do not 
f in d  a c l e a r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  ( l i k e  th e  one I  have made i n  t h i s  argum ent) 
i n  th e  w r it in g s  o f  K ierk eg aard . However, w ith o u t t h i s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  i t  
i s  easy to  m isunderstand  K ie rk eg aa rd . Hence, I  v e n tu re  to  make t h i s
d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  c l e a r  in  my s tu d y , i n  s p i t e  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  am b ig u ity .
R.M.Adams t r i e s  to  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e se  two o b je c t iv i ty  in  h is  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f K ierk eg aard . O f." K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Argument a g a in s t  
O b je c tiv e  Reasoning i n  R e l ig io n ,"  The M onist. XL (1 9 7 7 ), pp .228-243 .
E sp ., p .228.
2 . One f in d s  a s im i la r  a s s e r t io n  in  one o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Jo u rn a l
e n t r i e s :  "T hat th e re  i s  an  elem ent of knowledge i s  p a r t i c u l a r ly  t ru e  fo r
C h r i s t i a n i ty ;  a knowledge o f C h r i s t i a n i ty  must c e r t a in ly  be communicated 
i n  advance. But i t  i s  on ly  a p re lim inary ."(E & Z 2, I ,  653)
3 . According to  C lim acus, a t  th e  back o f t h i s  o b je c t iv e  in fo rm a tio n ,
th e re  i s  an o b je c t iv e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which was i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  For 
C lim acus, i f  th e re  w ere a  b e l ie v e r  who b e lie v e d  what was no t i n  c o n c re te  
tim e and our h i s to r y ,  he would have th e  'a b e r r a n t  in w ard n ess ' o f th e  
f a n a t i c  and a 's u b je c t iv e  m ad n ess .' C f .CUP p p .32 , 174f.
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O b je c tiv e  th in k in g  which Clim acus a t ta c k s  w ith  vehemence, i s  r e la te d  to  th e  
a t t i t u d e  which em phasizes only  th e  p re lim in a ry  knowledge, and m oreover, t r i e s  to  
u n d ers tan d  i t  by human re a so n . O b je c tiv e  th in k in g  i s  e i th e r  th e  a ttem p t to  see  
only  o b je c t iv i ty  or to  u n d ers tan d  th e  c o n te n t of r e v e la t io n  by human re a so n .
The f i r s t  o f th e se  i s  r e l a t e d  to  dead orthodoxy and th e  second i s  r e la te d  to
H egelian  ph ilosophy  and th e o lo g y . For Johannes C lim acus, th e re f o r e ,  th e re  i s  
som ething o b je c t iv e  ( o r ,  som ething h i s t o r i c a l ) ,  which i s  c a l le d  th e  A bsolute 
Paradox, which must be communicated and b e lie v e d  i f  one i s  to  speak o f a
C h r is t ia n  in  th e  r e a l  sense  o f th e  word. But th e  mere knowledge of th e
o b je c t iv e  or th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  i t s e l f  i s  not y e t  f a i t h .  I t  can be c a l le d  
'o b je c t iv e  fa ith '(C U E , p . 193) o r h i s t o r i c a l  f a i t h .  But such a f a i t h ,  fo r  
C lim acus, i s  no t y e t f a i t h  i n  a  r e a l  se n se . What i s  communicated to  us must be 
a p p ro p r ia te d  s u b je c t iv e ly  in  our own l i f e ;  we must l i v e  acco rd in g  to  th e  t r u th  
which i s  communicated to  u s . However, w ith o u t th e  o b je c tiv e  elem ent o f th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  i s  no C h r is t i a n i ty  and no C h r is t ia n  f a i t h .  
K ierkegaard  says:
" C h r is t ia n i ty  e x i s t s  b e fo re  any C h r is t ia n  e x i s t s ,  i t  must e x i s t  i n  o rd e r  
t h a t ,  one may become a  C h r is t ia n ,  i t  c o n ta in s  th e  d e te rm in a n t by which one 
may t e s t  w hether one has become a  C h r is t ia n ,  i i .  m a in ta in s  i t s  o b je c t iv e  
su b s is te n c e  a p a r t  from a l l  b e l i e v e r s , w h ile  a t  th e  same tim e i t  i s  th e  
inw ardness o f th e  b e l ie v e r .  In  s h o r t ,  h e re  th e re  i s  no id e n t i t y  between 
th e  s u b je c t iv e  and o b je c t iv e .  Though C h r is t i a n i ty  comes in to  th e  h e a r t  of 
never so mapy b e l ie v e r s ,  every  b e l ie v e r  i s  conscious t h a t  i t  has no t 
a r i s e n  in  h is  h e a r t ,  i s  consc ious th a t  th e  o b je c t iv e  d e te rm in a n t of 
C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  no t a  rem in iscen ce  . . . .  No, even i f  no one had p e rce iv ed  
th a t  God had re v e a le d  h im se lf  in  a human form in  C h r is t ,  he n e v e r th e le s s  
has re v e a le d  h im se lf" (M ., p p . l6 8 f .)  . [5 ]
Up to  now we have d isc u sse d  (1) th e  d if f e re n c e  betw een o rd in a ry  s u b je c t iv e  
th in k in g  and C h r is t ia n  th in k in g  and (2) th e  d if f e re n c e  betw een o b je c t iv e  
th in k in g  and C h r is t ia n  th in k in g  (a  s p e c ia l  k ind  o f s u b je c t iv e  th in k in g ) .  Now we
4 . Cf. Henry E. A ll i s o n ," C h r is t ia n i ty  and N onsense ," p .557: " I t  i s  
no t t ru e  th a t  i t  does no t m a tte r  what one b e l ie v e s  as long  a s  one b e l ie v e s  
i t  w ith  s u f f i c i e n t  inw ardness, fo r  th e  only th in g  th a t  can r e a l ly  be 
b e l i e v e d , i . e . ,  t r u ly  a p p ro p r ia te d  w ith  th e  'p a s s io n  o f th e  i n f i n i t e '  i s  
th e  A bsolu te P aradox ."
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can d is c u s s  th e  main problem  of t h i s  s e c t io n ,  th a t  of th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y ,  on th e  b a s is  o f t h i s  p re lim in a ry  c o n s id e ra t io n .
What I  s h a l l  argue in  th e  main p a r t  o f t h i s  s e c t io n  i s  th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  
r e v e la t io n  took  p lace  i n  tim e and h is to r y ,  even though men do no t a cc ep t i t  
because of t h e i r  s in .  To show th i s  I  s h a l l  c o n s id e r  (1) C lim acus' d is c u s s io n  of 
th e  problem of r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y .  A fte r  co n s id e rin g  th e  main argum ent of 
C lim acus, I  s h a l l  compare i t  w ith  L e s s in g 's  view. Through t h i s  c o n s id e ra tio n , I  
s h a l l  make i t  c le a r  th a t  fo r  C lim acus, G od's r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  a s  an 
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  even though i t  i s  th e  a b so lu te  f a c t .  (2) A fte r  co n s id e r in g  th e  
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  i n  th e  works o f which K ierkegaard  p u b lish ed  under 
th e  pseudonym Johannes C lim acus, I  s h a l l  compare t h i s  u n d e rs tan d in g  w ith  th e  
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's  o th e r  pseudonymous a u th o rs ,  e s p e c ia l ly  w ith  
A n ti-C lim acus ' s p e c ia l  concep t o f 'h i s t o r y . '  Here I  s h a l l  show th a t  by 'w orld  
h i s to r y ' A nti-C lim acus means a s p e c ia l  k ind  o f i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  p ro cess  o f 
h is to r y  ( s o - c a l le d  H egelian  w orld h i s to r y ) ,  so th a t  i t  i s  no t h is to r y  in  th e  
sense  o f th a t  which ta k es  p la ce  in  tim e. In  a word, I  s h a l l  conclude th a t  th e re  
i s  no d if f e r e n c e  between C lim acus' u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  and th a t  of A nti-C lim acus. That i s  to  say , r e v e la t io n  
ta k e s  p lace  in  h is to r y ,  even though men t r y  to  d i s t o r t  t h i s  r e v e la t io n .  (3) And 
t h i s  p o in t w i l l  be su p p o rted  by exam ination  o f th e  o th e r  w r it in g s  o f 
K ierkegaard .
5 . In  t h i s  se n se , I  can g iv e  my a s s e n t  to  th e  fo llo w in g  o b se rv a tio n  
o f James C o ll in s :  "What K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  em phasize i s  th a t  th e  most
com plete s u b je c t iv i ty  c o in c id e s  w ith  th e  most com plete o b je c t iv i ty " ( " F a i th  
and R e f le c tio n  i n  K ie rk e g a a rd ,"The Jo u rn a l o f R e lig io n . XXXVII (1957), 
p . 19* See a lso  V ernald E l l e r ' s  d i s t i n c t i o n  between th e  su b je c tiv ism  o f 
k e r y g m a t ic - e x is te n t ia l i s t  theo logy  and th e  s u b je c t iv i ty  o f  K ierk eg aard , in  
h is  " F a c t, F a i th ,  and F o o l is h n e s s ,"  i n  The Jon rna i  n f  R e lig io n , XLVIII 
(1968): pp. 54-68. e s p . .  p .61 -62 . See again , IL I\. Maoki n to s li, on i~. ■
p .215: '-By j n ne rd ress  if. u ean t th e  p e rso n a l a p p ro p r ia t io n  o f d iv in e ly
p re se n te d  t r u t h ,  i t s  ap p reh en sio n  w ith  and through p a s s io n ."  C .S tephen 
Evans a lso  makes a s im i la r  p o in t in  h i s  book,S u b J e c t iv i ty  and R e lig io u s  
B e l ie f  (Grand R apids; Eerdmans, 1978), p p .4 -9 .
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( 1)
L et us s t a r t  w ith  th e  c o n s id e ra t io n  o f C lim acus' u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  
r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y .  As we have seen , even in  Johannes 
C lim acus' u n d e rs tan d in g  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  th e re  i s  th e  o b je c t iv e  elem ent which 
must be communicated b e fo re  we can be C h r is t i a n s .  Climacus sometimes c a l l s  t h i s  
o b je c t iv e  elem ent "som ething  h i s t o r i c a l , "  " th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t , "  o r " h i s t o r i c a l  
datum "( C f .CUP, p p .5 0 8 -519 ). By "som ething  h i s t o r i c a l "  and " th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t"  
Johannes Climacus means th a t  " th e  D e ity , th e  E te rn a l came in to  be ing  a t  a 
d e f in i t e  moment i n  tim e a s  an in d iv id u a l  man"(jQUE, p .5 1 2 ). For Johannes 
C lim acus, t h i s  i s  an ev en t which i s  i n  tim e and h is to r y .  Even though, i t  i s  a 
very  s p e c ia l  even t i n  tim e and i s ,  th e r e f o r e ,  d i f f e r e n t  from o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t s ,  t h i s  e v e n t, a s  f a r  as i t s  happening i s  concerned , i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ;  
i t  i s  i n  a  tim e which i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from arqr o th e r  tim e in  which o th e r  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s  tak e  p la c e . T h e re fo re , i t  cannot be c a l le d  "an  e t e r n a l
h i s t o r i c a l  fact"(C U E, p .513; EE, p p .1 2 4 f f . ) .  Of c o u rse , i t  i s  th e  a b s o lu te  
f a c t .  "But th e  a b so lu te  f a c t  i s  a ls o  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t " (EE., p. 1 25). I t  i s  no t 
an e t e r n a l  f a c t  or th e  e t e r n a l  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  For C lim acus, to  say th a t  i t  i s  
an e t e r n a l  f a c t  or an e t e r n a l  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  to  make t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  
"an  e te r n a l  becom ing"(EE., p .5 1 3 ). I t  i s  im p o ss ib le , fo r  C lim acus, to  th in k  th a t  
th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  an e t e r n a l  becoming o r an ever-happen ing  e v e n t . [1]
1. I  am wondering why Mark T ay lo r and James Brown who a re  so c a r e fu l  
o b se rv e rs  do no t d is t in g u is h  an e te r n a l  f a c t  and th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t ,  which 
a re  c l e a r ly  d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  i n  P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm ents. C f .Mark 
T a y lo r ,o p .c i t . . p .297: "The h i s t o r i c a l  even t of In c a rn a t io n  i s  an e t e r n a l
f a c t  [ e t  e v ig t  Faktum] o r an a b s o lu te  f a c t  [ e t  a b s o lu te  F ack tum ]."  See 
a ls o  Journey lo. SelfhOjgd.: Hegel and K ierkegaard  (London, B erk e ley , Los
A ngeles: U n iv e rs ity  o f  C a l i fo rn ia  P re s s , 1980), p . 129. See a ls o  James
Brown.OP.c i t . . p .69: " . . . .  th e  In c a rn a t io n  o f God. T his l a s t  i s  'a n
e te r n a l  f a c t , ' incom m ensurate w ith  'h i s t o r y ' . "  I f  t h i s  f a c t  were to  be an 
' e te r n a l  f a c t ' ,  th e n  fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , th e re  would be no A bsolu te Paradox; 
th e re  would be only  a  S o c ra t ic  Paradox, which c o n s is ts  i n  th e  r e l a t i o n  
betw een what i s  e t e r n a l  and th e  e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l .
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What i s  im p o rtan t h e re  i s  t h a t  when Johannes Climacus c a l l s  th e  In c a rn a t io n  
th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  (a s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t )  th e  word ' t h e  h i s t o r i c a l '  i s  no t 
d i f f e r e n t  from any o th e r  o rd in a ry  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  The even t o f Je su s  C h r is t ,  
fo r  Johannes C lim acus, does no t belong  to  e t e r n i ty ;  nor does i t  belong to  a 
s p e c ia l  tim e and h i s to r y .  I t  i s  i n  th e  tim e and h is to r y  in  which we l i v e .
In  f a c t ,  th e  s u b je c t -m a t te r  o f P h ilo so p h ic a l Fragm ents i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  
to  t h i s  p o in t ,  th a t  th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which i s  th e  o b je c t 
o f our f a i t h .C I ]  On th e  t i t l e - p a g e  o f P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm ents, Johannes Climacus 
a sk s : " I s  an h i s t o r i c a l  p o in t o f d e p a r tu re  p o s s ib le  fo r  an e te r n a l
co n sc io u sn ess ; how can such a p o in t  o f d e p a r tu re  have any o th e r  th an  a m erely 
h i s t o r i c a l  i n t e r e s t ;  i s  i t  p o s s ib le  to  base an e te r n a l  h ap p in ess  upon 
h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge?"(EE, t i t l e - p a g e ) . [2]
Behind t h i s  q u o ta t io n  i s  L e s s in g 's  famous s ta te m e n t: "A cc id en ta l t r u th s  o f
h is to r y  can never become p ro o f o f n ecessa ry  t r u th s  o f r e a s o n ." [3 ]  What m a tte rs  
fo r  L e ss in g , acco rd in g  to  t h i s  s ta te m e n t, i s  no t w hether J e su s  C h r is t  was i n  
h is to r y  or n o t, b u t w hether t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  can be th e  p ro o f of th e  e te r n a l  
t r u th .  At th e  back o f t h i s  a s s e r t io n  th e re  i s  an e p is te m o lo g ic a l p re s u p p o s itio n  
th a t  th e re  a re  two k in d s  o f t r u t h : th e  e t e r n a l  t r u th s  o f reaso n  and th e
a c c id e n ta l  t r u th  o f e x p e rie n c e . Whereas th e  e te rn a l  t r u th s  o f  reaso n  can be
1. Cf. Leroy Kay S ea t,"T h e  Meaning o f Paradox: A Study o f th e  Use
of th e  Word Paradox i n  Contemporary T h eo lo g ica l and P h ilo so p h ic a l W ritin g s  
w ith  S p e c ia l R eference to  Soren K ie rk eg a a rd ,"  unp u b lish ed  d o c to r ia l  th e s i s  
(The S ou thern  B a p t is t  T h eo lo g ica l Sem inary, 1967), p .98: "How i s  i t
p o s s ib le : to  tak e  s e r io u s ly  th e  C h r is t ia n  d o c tr in e  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  i n  
th e  fa c e  o f th e  G re e k -o rie n te d  p h ilo sophy  which viewed th e  h i s t o r i c a l  as a 
l i m i t a t i o n  r a th e r  th an  a s  a s a lu ta r y  s i tu a t io n ?  This i s  th e  p e rp le x in g  
is s u e  K ierkegaard  c o n fro n te d  w ith  h is  P h ilo so p h isk e  Sm uler."
2 . Throughout t h i s  s tudy  I  w i l l  assume th a t  by th e  e x p re s s io n , " th e  
e t e r n a l  happ in ess"  K ierkegaard  means 's a lv a t io n ' i n  a C h r is t ia n  sen se . 
For an e x c e l le n t  d is c u s s io n  o f  t h i s  te rm in o lo g y , se e  Abrahim 
A.Khan,"S a lig h ed  (h ap p in e ss ) in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  R e lig io u s  W orks."S tu d ia  
Theologi a ,  XXXVI (1 9 8 2 ), p p .4 7 -6 2 . See a lso  David Sw enson's " L e t te r  to  
Dr. Low rie, Agüst 12, 1935," i n  Something abou t K ierkegaard  (M ineapo lis : 
Augsburg P u b lish in g  House, 1948, th e  th i r d  e d i t io n ) ,  p p .2 1 b ff .
Page 20b
dem onstra ted  [ v i z . ,  an a p r i o r i  d em o n stra tio n  o f e te r n a l  t r u th s  i s  p o s s ib le ] ,
th e  a c c id e n ta l  t r u th s  o f e x p e rien ce  canno t be d em o n stra ted , b u t only  have
h i s t o r i c a l  p ro o fs  [ v i z . ,  a  p o s t e r i o r i  p ro o f s ] .  T hat i s  to  say , even though
th e re  a re  h i s t o r i c a l  p ro o fs  o f h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s ,  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s ,  a s  f a r  as
they  a re  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s ,  canno t be reg a rd ed  as e te r n a l  f a c t s  o f rea so n . Here,
i t  i s  w e ll to  q u o te  D ,S tr a u s s 's  q u o ta t io n  from L e s s in g 's  Ueber den Beweis des
G e is te s  und d er K r a f t :
" I f  I  have no h i s t o r i c a l  o b je c tio n s  to  C h r i s t 's  r e s u r r e c t io n  from th e  
dead , must I  th e re fo re  (d o g m a tica lly )  ho ld  to  be t ru e  t h a t  p re c is e ly  t h i s  
r e s u r r e c te d  C h r is t  has been th e  Son o f God? That th e  C h r is t ,  a g a in s t
whose r e s u r r e c t io n  I  cannot b r in g  any h i s t o r i c a l  o b je c tio n  o f im portance , 
has on th e se  grounds claim ed to  be th e  Son o f God and th a t  h is  d i s c ip le s  
have th e re fo re  reg a rd ed  him as th e  Son o f God - — t h i s  I  w i l l i i n g ly  and 
c o r d ia l ly  b e l ie v e ,  fo r  th e se  t r u t h s ,  a s  t r u th s  o f one and same c l a s s ,  
fo llo w  q u i te  n a tu r a l ly  from each o th e r .  I  can e a s i ly  b e l ie v e  th a t  he sa id  
so , and th a t  H is d i s c ip le s  b e lie v e d  him. But now from t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l
t r u th  to  le a p  over i n to  an e n t i r e ly  d i f f e r e n t  c l a s s  o f t r u th s  and to  
r e q u ir e  me to  re fo rm u la te  a l l  my m e tap h y sica l and m oral co n cep ts  to  
conform to  i t ,  and to  r e q u ir e  me, because I  cannot p re s e n t any b e l ie v a b le  
w itn e ss  a g a in s t  C h r i s t 's  r e s u r r e c t io n ,  to  change a l l  my fundam ental id e a s
o f th e  n a tu re  o f God ac c o rd in g ly  ----- i f  t h i s  i s  no t m e ta b a s is , th e n  I  do
no t know what A r is to t l e  u n d ers to o d  by t h i s  word. But now, th e n , one 
answ ers: b u t t h i s  very  C h r is t ,  who, you must adm it, i n  th e  h i s t o r i c a l
sense  awakened from th e  dead and a ro s e ,  has h im se lf  s a id  t h a t  God has a 
son , l i k e  un to  God i n  e sse n c e , and th a t  he was t h i s  son . T his would be 
good enough, i f  i t  were only  h i s t o r i c a l l y  c e r t a in  th a t  C h r is t  s a id  t h i s .  
I f  one p re ssed  me f u r th e r  and s a id :  i t  i s  even more th an  h i s t o r i c a l l y
c e r t a in ,  . . . .  th e n  a l l  t h i s  i s  a  fo rb id d in g , deep chasm which I  cannot
c ro s s  o v e r, however f re q u e n t ly  and s e r io u s ly  I  have a ttem p ted  th e
l e a p , " [4 ]
A ccording to  t h i s  q u o ta tio n , L essing  canno t b e lie v e  t h a t  J e su s  C h r is t  i s  
a c tu a l ly  th e  Son of God, even though he knows and b e l ie v e s  th a t  J e su s  C h r is t  
h im se lf  s a id  th a t  he i s  th e  Son of God and th a t  th e  d i s c ip le s  o f J e su s  b e lie v e d
3 . G .E .L e ss in g .T h eo lo g ica l W r it in g s , e d i te d  and t r a n s l a te d  by Henry 
Chadwick (S ta n fo rd : S ta n fo rd  U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1957) p .53* See a ls o
p .55: " I f  no h i s t o r i c a l  t r u th  can be d em onstra ted , th e n  n o th ing  can be
d em onstra ted  by means o f h i s t o r i c a l  t r u t h s .  T h a t, th e n , i s  th e  u g ly , 
broad d itc h  which I  canno t g e t  a c ro s s ,  however o f te n  and however e a rn e s t ly  
have t r i e d  to  make th e  le a p ."
4 . G .E .L essing ,ilahac. den Beweis des G e is te s  und d er K r a f t , c i t e d  i n  
D .F .S tra u s s ,  Jiifi. C h r is t l ic h e  G la u b e n s le h re , I  (1840 ), t r a n s l a te d  i n to  
D anish by Hans B roechner, p p .148-150 c i te d  in  N ie ls  T h u ls t ru p 's  
"Commentary" to  EE., p p .1 5 0 f. Cf. C hadw ick 's E n g lish  t r a n s l a t i o n  e d i t io n ,  
p p .54-55 .
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th a t .  T h is does no t mean th a t  L essin g  i s  not a r e l ig io u s  th in k e r ;  L essin g  
h im se lf  has no d i f f i c u l t y  i n  being  a r e l i g io u s  th in k e r ,  fo r  he has a 'r a t i o n a l  
re v e a le d  r e l i g io n ' which has no d i r e c t  r e l a t i o n  to  h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n .  For 
L ess in g , r e l ig io u s  t r u th  i s  not th e  s o r t  of th in g  th a t  i s  dependent on 
h i s t o r i c a l  ev en ts  fo r  i t s  v a l i d i t y .  "T h is  i s  why L essing  alw ays t r i e s  to  
d iv o rc e  th e  q u e s tio n  o f th e  t r u th  of C h r is t i a n i ty  from th e  q u e s tio n  o f th e  
p o te n t ia l  f a c t i c i t y  o f h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n .  For L ess in g , C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  
t r u e ,  no t because o f c e r t a in  e x te r n a l ,  f a c tu a l ,  and a l to g e th e r  a c c id e n ta l  
id io s y n c ra c ie s  th a t  s e t  i t  o f f  from our r a t i o n a l i t y ,  b u t because o f i t s  r a t i o n a l  
'in n e r  t r u t h '  t h a t  i s  b in d in g  even upon th e  w i l l  o f G od."[1] T h ere fo re , th e  
C h r is t i a n i ty  which L essing  re g a rd s  as  t r u e ,  because o f i t s  r a t i o n a l i t y ,  i s  th e  
C h r i s t i a n i ty  which i s  in te r p r e te d  by h is  r a t i o n a l i t y .  As R.Campbell p o in ted  ou t 
th a t  " fo r  him [L e s s in g ] , re a so n  in  each o f us fu rn is h e s  us w ith  th e  e s s e n t i a l s  
o f r e l i g io n ,  which a re  sim ply to  reco g n ize  God, form ing only  th e  n o b le s t 
co n cep tio n s  o f Him, and b e a rin g  th e se  in  mind i n  a l l  though t and a c t io n . " [2 ] 
What i s  im p o rtan t fo r  L essin g  i s  no t what i s  i n  h i s to r y ,  b u t what can be shown 
to  be v a l id  by human re a s o n .[ 3 ] T h ere fo re , th e re  i s  no n e c e s s ity  fo r  L essing  to  
c ro s s  th e  d i tc h  between th e  realm  o f re a so n  and th e  realm  o f h is to r y .  However, 
fo r  Johannes C lim acus, w ith o u t th e  le a p  a c ro s s  th e  d i tc h ,  th e re  i s  no t ru e  
C h r i s t i a n i ty .
In  f a c t ,  th e  le a p  h a s , fo r  C lim acus, two m eanings. The most f re q u e n t 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  le a p  i s  th a t  i t  i s  th e  le a p  o f f a i t h .  Climacus a s s e r t s  
t h a t  i f  one w ants to  be a C h r is t ia n ,  one must c ro ss  over th e  d i tc h  w ith  a le a p  
o f  f a i t h  which L essing  a v o id s . However, b e fo re  t h i s  le a p  o f f a i t h  th e re  must be
1. Cf. G .E .M ic h a ls o n ,J r . , "L e ss in g , K ierkegaard , and Ugly D itch : A 
R eexam ination ,"IhS . Jo u rn a l ^f. R e lig io n . VIX (1979 ), p .328.
2 . R ichard  C am p b e ll,"L e ss in g 's  Problem and K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
A nswer."S c o t t is h  Jo u rn a l o f Theology, XIX (1969), p .45 .
3 . L e s s in g 's  p o s i t io n  on th i s  problem i s  w e ll ex p ressed  i n  h is  The Education a f ihe Ham&n Race» See L e s s in g 's  T h eo lo g ica l W ritin g s .  p p .8 7 ff .
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a d i f f e r e n t  kind o f le a p .  In  c o n t r a s t  to  L ess in g , who th in k s  th a t  r e l i g io n  i s  
b a s ic a l ly  r a t i o n a l ,  Clim acus se e s  t h a t  New Testam ent C h r is t i a n i ty  canno t be 
understood  by human re a so n . That i s  to  say , acc o rd in g  to  Climacus* 
u n d e rs tan d in g  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  no t a r a t i o n a l  r e l i g io n  which can 
be comprehended by human re a so n . In  t h i s  se n se , fo r  C lim acus, C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  
n o n - ra t io n a l  ( no t i r r a t i o n a l ) .
T his p o in t can w e ll be u n d erstood  when we co n s id e r  Climacus* c o n t r a s t  
betw een f a i t h  w ith in  C h r is t i a n i ty  and th e  's u b je c t iv e  m adness' which i s  w e ll 
ex p ressed  i n  th e  case  o f Don Q uixote(Cf.CU E, p p . i7 4 f . ) .  T h e re fo re , i t  i s  th e  
r i g h t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f  C lim acus' U nderstand ing  o f  C h r is t i a n i ty  th a t  
C h r i s t i a n i ty  i s  in  a  s p e c ia l  c a teg o ry  to  which human re a so n  cannot be 
a p p l ie d .E l]  T h is i s  th e  b a s ic  d if f e r e n c e  between L e s s in g 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f 
C h r is t i a n i ty  and th a t  o f C lim acus. Because o f t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e ,  w hereas th e re  i s  
no le a p  o f f a i t h  in  th e  case  o f L ess in g , th e re  i s  a le a p  o f f a i t h  in  th e  case  o f 
C lim acus. For C lim acus, th e  c h a ra c te r  o f C h r is t i a n i ty  demands th e  le a p  o f
1. I t  seems th a t  such th in k in g  i s  s im i la r  to  th a t  o f Kant and h is  
ep istem o logy . There a re  some s c h o la rs  who t r y  to  r e l a t e  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
th in k in g  and th a t  o f K ant. Cf. J e r ry  H .G ill," K a n t, K ierkegaard  and 
R e lig io u s  K nowledge."P h ilosophy  and Phenom enological R esea rc h , XXVIII 
( 1967- 1968) ,  p p .188-204; S tephen  C r i t e s , In  th e  T w iligL t o f C hristendom , 
p a r t  I ;  L ouis Mackey, "K ierkegaard  and th e  Problem o f E x is te n t ia l is m , 
I,"H lg . Review si£. M etao h v sics . IX (1956 ), p p .575 ,608; Mark 
C. T a y lo r , Kierkegaard/ 9 Eaeudonymous A u th o rsh ip , p . 50 n .32 ; Merod
W estp h a l,"K ierk eg aard  and th e  Logic o f I n s a n i tv ." R e lig io u s  S tu d ie s , V II 
( 1971) ,  p p .196- 198; George P r ic e , .The Narrow Pass (New York: M cGraw-Hill,
1963).
However, i t  i s  im p o ss ib le , i t  seems to  me, to  id e n t i f y  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
ep istem ology  w ith  t h a t  o f K ant, and (m oreover) K ie rk e g a a rd 's  on to logy  w ith  
th a t  o f  K ant. I t  i s  t r u e  th a t  K ierkegaard  a ls o  does no t th in k  r a t i o n a l  
tre a tm e n t o f God and H is r e v e la t io n  i s  p o s s ib le .  But he does not th in k , 
l i k e  K ant, t h a t  God and H is r e v e la t io n  must be sa n c tio n e d  by human re a so n . 
(C f, K a n t,R e lig io n  W ith in  th e  L im its  o f Reason a lo n e  (New York: H arper
and B ro th e rs ,  I9 6 0 ) , p p .1 7 5 f. See a ls o  p p .82, 94, 100, 158-163). The
re a so n  why we cannot u n d ers tan d  God and H is r e v e la t io n  by our re a so n , fo r  
K ierk eg aard , i s  c lo s e ly  r e l a t e d  to  s in  which i s  no t e x p la in ed  i n  such a 
way in  the  system  o f K a n t 's  p h ilo so p h y . M oreover, K ierkegaard  does no t 
th in k  th a t  th e  l i m i t  o f our r e c o g n i t io n  i s  a ls o  G od's l i m i t  ( o r ,  G od's 
l i m i t a t i o n ) .  That i s  to  say , even though we do not reco g n ize  God and H is 
r e v e la t io n  by our re a so n , f o r  K ierk eg aard , God came in to  th e  realm  of tim e 
and h i s to r y .
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f a i t h .  To em phasize t h i s  p o in t once a g a in , th e  u n d e rs tan d in g s  o f C h r is t i a n i ty  
o f L essing  and Clim acus a re  d i f f e r e n t  from one a n o th e r . To u n d ers tan d  
C h r is t i a n i ty  as som ething to  which re a so n  cannot be a p p lie d  i s  i t s e l f  a k ind  o f 
le a p . But t h i s  le a p  i s  a  d i f f e r e n t  le a p  from th a t  of f a i t h .  That i s  to  say , 
t h i s  le a p  i s  th e  p re s u p p o s itio n  o f th e  le a p  o f f a i t h ;  th e  rea so n  why we must 
d a re  to  le a p  l i e s  i n  th e  f a c t  th a t  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  not a th in g  which we can 
u n d ers tan d  by our reaso n . The c h a ra c te r  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  t h a t  i t  i s  no t a th in g  
which can be understood  by our re a so n , p reced es  th e  le a p  o f f a i t h .  In  t h i s  
co n n ec tio n , i t  w i l l  be good to  th in k  abou t th e  'o f f e n s e ' ,  which we s h a l l  
c o n s id e r  in  d e t a i l  in  th e  next s e c t io n .  What i s  c o n tra s te d  to  th e  le a p  o f
For K ierk eg aard , God i s  no t con fined  to  th e  realm  o f e t e r n i ty  and His 
tim e . He can b reak  th rough th e  l i m i t  o f human re a so n , even though man in  
s in  cannot th in k  o f God and H is r e v e la t io n .  B a s ic a lly ,  f o r  Kant r e l i g io n  
i n  i t s  r e a l  sense  must be w ith in  th e  l im i t s  o f our rea so n  ( e s p e c ia l ly  
p r a c t i c a l  r e a s o n ) , w hereas fo r  K ierkegaard  r e l i g io n  i n  i t s  r e a l  sense  
im p lie s  a l l  p a r ts  o f human l i f e .  For th e se  s e v e ra l  rea so n s  i t  i s  
im p o ss ib le  to  r e l a t e  K a n t 's  ep istem ology  to  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  th in k in g . In  a 
word, th e re  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f th e  A bsolute Paradox i n  K a n t's  
ep istem o logy . Whereas in  th e  though t o f K ierkegaard , even though we 
cannot a c c e p t th e  A bso lu te  Paradox, i t  co n fro n ts  our rea so n . That i s  to  
say , t h e i r  d if f e re n c e  i s  more b a s ic  th a n  J e r ry  H .G ill th in k s  when he
w r i te s :
"The most obvious d if f e re n c e  i s  t h a t  in  th e  face  o f th e  im p o s s ib i l i ty  
o f  r e l ig io u s  knowledge, Kant m erely 'p o s i t s '  th e  e x is te n c e  o f God and 
im m o rta lity  in  a  t e n t a t i v e  fa s h io n , w h ile  K ierkegaard  ' l e a p s ’ beyond 
and a c c e p ts  th e  paradox t h a t  knowledge of God i s  n o n e th e le s s  p o s s ib le ,  
i n  a d e c is iv e  fa s h io n . This i s  a d if fe re n c e  in  t h e i r  resp o n ses  to  th e  
ep is te m o lo g ic a l s i t u a t io n ,  and in  t h e i r  a n a ly s is  o f  th e  n a tu re  o f th a t  
s i t u a t io n .  I t  could  be m a in ta in ed  th a t  both  a re  in c o n s i s te n t ;  Kant 
because he smuggles God i n , a f t e r  e x i l in g  Him, and K ierkegaard  because 
he a c tu a l ly  ta k e s  back w ith  one hand th e  d e c is iv e  q u a l i ty  o f th e
p a r t i c u la r  which he had o f fe re d  w ith  th e  o th e r ." ( " K a n t ,  K ierkegaard  
and R e lig io u s  Knowledge," p .2 0 4 ).
I f  th e re  were no r e v e la t io n  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e n  Kant would be
reg a rd ed  as r i g h t  by K ierk eg aard . However, th e  e x is te n c e  of r e v e la t io n  in  
tim e and h i s to r y ,  which K ierkegaard  re c o g n iz e s , makes K ierkegaard  d e p a r t  
from K ant. Even though h is  o p in io n  i s  not e x a c tly  th e  same as mine, 
R obert L .P e rk in s  a ls o  makes a s im i la r  p o in t in  h is  "For S a n i ty 's  Sake: 
K ant, K ierkegaard  and F a th e r  Abraham," i n  K ie rk eg aa rd ' s F ear and
TrembliJig; C r i t i c a l  A p p ra isa ls  (Alabama: The U n iv e rs ity  o f Alabama
P re s s , 1981), p p .43-61 , e s p . , p .54 . S tephen Evans a ls o  p o in ts  ou t th a t  
th e  d if f e re n c e  between Kant and K ierkegaard  can be found i n  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
a s s e r t io n  th a t  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  th e  In c a rn a t io n  has d e c is iv e  r e l ig io u s  
s ig n if ic a n c e .  See h is  S u b je c t iv i tv  and R e lig io u s  B e l i e f , p .76 n .3 .
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f a i t h ,  fo r  C lim acus, i s  'o f f e n s e . '  But in  o rd e r th a t  th e re  i s  a p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
o f fe n s e , th e re  must be 'so m eth in g  h i s t o r i c a l '  o r th e  A bsolu te Paradox which i s  
o b je c t iv e ly  th e re  b e fo re  our f a i t h  o r o f fe n s e . I f  th e re  were no t some o b je c t iv e  
elem ent in  C h r is t i a n i ty  to  which re a so n  canno t be a p p l ie d , th e n  th e re  would be 
no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o f fe n s e . And i f  th e re  were only  e t e r n a l  f a c t s  in
C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  th e n  th e re  would be no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o f fe n s e . I f ,  on th e  
c o n tra ry , th e re  i s  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o f fe n s e , th a t  means th a t  th e re  i s  some 
o b je c t iv e  elem ent in  C h r i s t i a n i ty  to  which human reaso n  cannot be a p p lie d . And 
acc o rd in g  to  C lim acus, th e  o b je c t iv e  elem ent i n  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  what happened in  
tim e and h i s t o r y . [1 ]
T h ere fo re , we can conclude , in  th e  fo llo w in g s  two r e s p e c ts ,  t h a t  fo r
Climacus C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  n o t, a s  L essing  b e l ie v e s ,  a r a t i o n a l  r e l i g io n .  F i r s t  
o f a l l ,  i t  i s  r e l a t e d  to  som ething h i s t o r i c a l  to  which re a so n  cannot r e l a t e .  
F o r, a s  we have seen , fo r  bo th  L essin g  and C lim acus, an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  cannot 
be an e te r n a l  t r u th  o f re a so n . Secondly , th e  h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent in  
C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  fo r  C lim acus, i s  no t only  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  b u t th e  a b s o lu te  
f a c t ,  which i s  d i f f e r e n t  from aqy o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  And acco rd in g  to  t h i s  
a b s o lu te  f a c t ,  man i s  i n  s in .  And t h i s  a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  a s p e c ia l  f a c t  to  which 
re a so n  cannot be a p p lie d . T h e re fo re , t h i s  a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  c a l le d  th e  A bsolu te 
Paradox w hich, a p o in t which we s h a l l  d is c u s s  in  th e  next s e c t io n .
T his com parison betw een L essin g  and Climacus sheds an im p o rta n t l i g h t  on
1. Cf. H .R .M ackin tosh .O D . G i t . . p .233: "Now we s ta n d  upon th e  very
peak o f t r u th .  I t  i s  th e  essence  o f C h r is t i a n i ty  th a t  e te r n a l  T ru th  once 
came f o r th  in  h i s t o r y , a p e rso n a l p resen ce  i n  th e  God-man. C h r is t  was no t 
th e  e ffu lg e n c e  o f hum an-nature, b u t th e  b re a th in g  o f E te rn i ty  in to  tim e . 
See a ls o  Per Loenning. Dilemma si£. Contemporary Theology, p p .7 5 f . :  
" C h r is t ia n i ty  i s  p re se n te d  a s  th e  'P a ra d o x , ' i t  i s  s a id  to  be c o n tra ry  to  
re a so n ; fa c in g  ' t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  o f f e n s e ';  man has to  adm it a s  a. 
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  th a t  e ig h te e n  hundred y e a rs  ago God w alked i n  our s t r e e t s  
and our la n e s ,  lo o k in g  e x a c tly  l i k e  th e  r e s t  o f u s , and to  a c c e p t th e  
judgm ent which t h i s  f a c t  passed  upon us: we needed such a r e a l ly
e x tra o rd in a ry  ev en t in  o rd e r  to  be d e liv e re d  from our f a l s i t y  and 
co rru p tio n ." (M y  em phasis).
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th e  problem of th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y .  From t h i s  
com parison we can see  th e  im portance o f th e  'h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t '  fo r  C lim acus' 
u n d ers tan d in g  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty .  For C lim acus, i f  th e re  were not t h i s  'h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t , '  th en  th e re  would be no C h r is t i a n i ty .C l ]  I f  th e re  were no t t h i s  
'h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t '  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e n  C h r is t ia n s  would not be d i f f e r e n t  
from Don Q uixo te . But i f  th e re  was t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  they  a re  d i f f e r e n t  
from not only Don Q uixote , b u t a ls o  from S o c ra te s  and L essing  (o rd in a ry  
s u b je c t iv e  th in k e r s ) .  And acco rd in g  to  C lim acus, t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  
c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  r e v e la t io n ,  f o r  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  r e la te d  to  th e  
R evea ler ( th e  T e a c h e r) ,[2 ]
As we have p o in ted  o u t, t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  s ta r t e d  from th e  moment o f th e  
In c a rn a t io n . There was th e  R evea ler in  tim e and h i s to r y .  As f a r  as  th e  
In c a rn a t io n  took p la ce  in  o rd e r th a t  God re v e a l H im self to  man, what was i n  tim e 
and h i s to r y ,  in  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  in d iv id u a l  man, i s  r e v e la t io n .  A ccording to  
P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm ents. th e  man who i s  reg a rd ed  as th e  In c a rn a te  one i s  ' th e  
God as Teacher and S a v io u r . ' (EE, p p .2 8 -4 5 ). And th e se  two co ncep ts  (T eacher and 
S av iour) a r e  p a r a l l e l  to  th e  concep ts  our 'ex am p le ' and 'Redeem er' which a re  
used in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  l a t e r  w r i t i n g s . [ 3 ] T h ere fo re , r e v e la t io n  i s  r e l a t e d  to
1. Cf. N ie ls  T h u ls tru p , "T h eo lo g ica l and P h ilo so p h ic a l 
K ie rk eg aa rd ian  S tu d ie s  i n  S can d in av ia , 1945-1Q53. " Theologv Todav. X II 
( 1955) ,  p .299: " C h r is t ia n i ty  te a c h e s  th a t  the  e te r n a l  a t  a d e te rm in a te  
p o in t in  tim e has e n te re d  th e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  th e  sp h ere  of e x is te n c e  and 
change. There w ith  C h r i s t i a n i ty  becomes in e x p lic a b le  and u n i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  
demanding th e  c a te g o r ie s  o f p a r a d o x ic a l i ty ."
2 . In  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s ,  i t  w i l l  be good to  quo te  one of K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
Jo u rn a l e n t r i e s  which compares t ru e  C h r is t ia n  concep ts  and th e  concep ts  o f 
contem porary theo logy  [ th e o lo g y  which was contem poraneous w ith
K ie rk eg aa rd ]: "And now C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  how has i t  been t r e a te d !  .......... a l l
C h r is t ia n  concep ts  have become so b lu r re d ,  so t o t a l l y  d is s o lv e d  i n  la y e r s  
o f fog th a t  they a re  p a s t a l l  r e c o g n it io n . The co ncep ts  of f a i t h .  
In c a rn a t io n , t r a d i t i o n ,  i n s p i r a t io n ,  which w ith in  th e  C h r is t ia n  sphere  a re  
t r a c e a b le  back to  a c e r t a in  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  have now been g iv e n  by th e  
p h ilo so p h e rs  a q u i te  d i f f e r e n t  meaning, whereby f a i t h  becomes th e  
im m ediate co n sc io u sn ess  w hich, i n  f a c t ,  i s  no th ing  b u t th e  v i t a l  f lu id  o f 
l i f e ,  i t s  a tm osphere"( P a o ire r  I  A 328, p p .141f .  c i t e d  i n  K ie rk eg a a rd ' s 
■YisM. d£. C tir la .t ia n lty , p .9 2 ).
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what th e  Teacher te ach es  and w hat He does. And behind th e se  two elem en ts [ (1 )
what he te a c h e s  and (2) what he d o e s ] , th e re  i s  who he i s .  The Person  and th e
Works o f th e  In c a rn a te  one a re  reg a rd ed  a s  r e v e l a t i o n . [ 4 ] ,  And th e  perso n  o f th e  
In c a rn a te  one i s  th e  perso n  who i s  i n  th e  tim e and h is to r y  in  which we l i v e .  He 
i s  th e  God-man i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  no t in  e t e r n i ty  or in  a  s p e c ia l  h i s t o r y . [5 ] 
And t h i s  i s  th e  p o in t where K ie rk e g a a rd 's  view o f Je su s  C h r is t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from 
t h a t  of B a rth .
When we co n s id e r  C lim acus' u n d e rs ta n d in g  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een h is to r y  
and r e v e la t io n ,  we a re  co n fro n te d  w ith  one im p o rtan t problem : t h a t  we t r y  no t
to  a cc ep t th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f th e  In c a rn a te  one as r e v e la t io n .  That i s  to  
say , even though th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  was i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  
we do no t a cc ep t i t  as r e v e la t io n ,  b u t m isunderstand  i t  o r d i s t o r t  i t  and make 
i t  in to  som ething e l s e .  What i s  th e  rea so n  fo r  th is ?  I s  i t  because t h i s
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  a c tu a l ly  does no t belong to  tim e and h is to r y  (a s  in  th e  case  o f
3 . Cf. IG , p p .232, 270; JZX, p p .209 ,215; J o u r n a ls . 698, 889.
4 . We know i t  th rough  J e s u s ' s e l f - a s s e r t i o n .  Cf. Hermann 
Diem, JKierks&aar.d ' ,g D ia le c t ic  E x is te n c e , p .88: " . . .  th e
s e l f - a t t e s t a t i o n  o f J e su s  in  th e  f i r s t  p la c e  draws th e  a t t e n t i o n  o f 
mankind to  th e  f a c t  and p resen ce  o f r e v e la t io n ;  seco n d ly , i t  im p a rts  th e  
n ece ssa ry  knowledge fo r  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f i t ;  and, t h i r d ly ,  a t  th e
same tim e , i t  c la im s to  be a b le  to  demand a u t h o r i t a t iv e ly  th e  d e c is io n
a g a in s t  s c a n d a l is a t i o n ."
5 . Cf. EE, p . 137: " I t  i s  w ell-know n th a t  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  th e  only
h i s t o r i c a l  phenomenon which in  s p i t e  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  nay p r e c is e ly  by 
means o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  has in te n d e d  i t s e l f  to  be fo r  th e  s in g le  
in d iv id u a l  th e  p o in t  o f d e p a r tu re  f o r  h is  e t e r n a l  c o n sc io u sn e ss , has 
in te n d e d  to  i n t e r e s t ,  him o th e rw ise  th a n  m erely h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  has in ten d ed  
to  base  h is  e t e r n a l  h ap p in ess  on h is  r e la t io n s h ip  to  som ething 
h i s t o r i c a l . "  W. von K loeden has shown what th e  problem i s  fo r  K ierkegaard  
h e re : " . . .  th e  im p o rta n t q u e s t io n  fo r  SK [K ierk eg aa rd ] i s  how God can be
f i t t e d  in to  h is to r y  w ith o u t v a n ish in g  in t o  pantheism , t h a t  i s ,  how i s  th e  
r e v e la t io n  o f God to  rem ain  in d e p en d en t, and no t to  be su b o rd in a ted  to  a 
f a i t h  i n  h is to r y .  In  o th e r  w ords, how i s  God to  become man w ith o u t a t  th e  
same tim e abandoning h is  m a je s ty , o r young K ie rk e g a a rd 's  r e c u r r in g  
q u e s tio n : How i s  C h r i s t i a n i ty  to  be p ro te c te d  so th a t  i t  does n o t l i k e
Judaism , w ith  i t s  s tro n g  em phasis on th e  th eo ry  o f  h i s to r y ,  s in k  to  th e  
le v e l  o f a t r a d i t i o n a l  r e l i g io n .  The problem in v o lv ed  i s  th a t  o f o rd e r in g  
G od 's a u th o r i ty  and H is re v e la t io n " (" T h e  Development K ie rk e g a a rd 's  View o f 
C h r i s t i a n i ty :  The E a rly  P e rio d  (In c lu d in g  1840),"  i n  K ie rk eg a a rd ' s  View
o f C h r i s t i a n i t y , p p .9 4 f . ) .
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th e  e a r ly  B arth )?  I s  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  a d i f f e r e n t  k ind  o f h is to r y  (a s  in  
th e  case  o f jthe l a t e r  B a rth )?  I s  i t  because r e v e la t io n  i s  no t th e  h i s t o r i c a l
f a c t  i t s e l f ,  b u t th a t  which i s  beyond t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  and s ta n d s  i n  
r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  (a s  i n  th e  case  of B arth )?
I t  seems to  me th a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  . to  answer th e se  q u e s tio n s
a f f i r m a t iv e ly .  F o r, acco rd in g  to  C lim acus, th e  rea so n  why we do not a c c e p t t h i s  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  as r e v e la t io n  l i e s  no t in  th e  h i s to r i c a l  f a c t  i t s e l f ,  b u t in  our 
own s t a t e .  I t  i s  t r u e  th a t  Clim acus a s s e r t s  w ith  vehemence th a t  we cannot be 
d i s c ip le s  o r C h r is t ia n s  sim ply th rough being  ey ew itn esse s  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t .  And t h i s  i s  th e  very  p o in t  where Clim acus d i f f e r s  from L essing  who th in k s
t h a t  i f  he can see  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  w ith  h i s  eyes, th e n  he could b e l ie v e  not
only th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  b u t a ls o  th a t  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  t r u e .  But
Climacus say s;
" . . .  though a contem porary le a r n e r  r e a d i ly  becomes an h i s t o r i c a l
e y ew itn ess , . . . . ,  [ t h i s ]  does not make such an ey e -w itn e ss  a  d is c ip le " (E E , 
p .7 3 ) ,
T h e re fo re , acco rd in g  to  C lim acus, no one by h im se lf  can b e l ie v e  th a t  th e  one who 
e x i s t s  i n  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  th e  God-man, and t h a t  what comes from him i s  
r e v e la t io n .  Of co u rse , t h i s  does no t mean th a t  i t  i s  a b s o lu te ly  im p o ss ib le  to  
i n f e r  th a t  he i s  th e  S av io u r, Redeemer, and R ev ea le r. Even though we can in f e r  
t h a t  he may be th e  S av iou r and R evea ler from th e  s ig n s  he g iv e s  a s  to  who he i s ,  
th e re  i s  no one who can b e l ie v e  i t  by h im se lf .
In  t h i s  sen se , f a i t h ,  f o r  C lim acus, i s  no t *a form o f knowledge’ (EE, 
p .103). What i s  in t e r e s t i n g  i n  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  problem , i s  th a t  Clim acus 
th in k s  th a t  doubt lik e w ise  i s  no t a problem  of knowledge b u t a problem  of w i l l .  
That i s  to  say , doubt i s  th e  " r e f u s a l  to  g iv e  a s s e n t" ;  "The Greek s c e p t ic  d id  
not doubt by v i r tu e  of h is  knowledge, b u t by an a c t  o f w i l l  ( r e f u s a l  to  g iv e
a s s e n t  ----  m e ir io p a th e in ) . " ( PF. p . 103). T h ere fo re , as f a r  as knowledge i s
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concerned , i t  i s  th e re  fo r  bo th  th e  one who g iv e s  a s s e n t  to  t h i s  knowledge and 
th e  one who re fu s e s  to  g iv e  h i s  a s s e n t .  In  t h i s  sen se , f a i t h  i s  no t a ’ form of 
know ledge,’ fo r  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  not to  b e l ie v e  a lthough  one has th e  knowledge. 
T h e re fo re , f a i t h  i s  c lo se  to  an a c t  o f w i l l .  But i n  so f a r  as th e  o b je c t of 
f a i t h  i s  th e  A bsolute Paradox (a s  we s h a l l  see  in  th e  nex t s e c t io n  where we 
s h a l l  be concerned w ith  th e  A bsolu te P a rad o x ), we do no t w i l l  to  a c c e p t th e  
A bsolu te Paradox i n  th e  same way as we b e l ie v e  o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s .  In  t h i s
sen se , C h r is t ia n  f a i t h  i s  no t "an  a c t  o f w i l l , "  e i t h e r . [ 1 ]  For we, as  n a tu ra l  
men who a re  in  s in ,  do no t w i l l  to  b e l ie v e  i n  God and H is r e v e l a t i o n , [2 ]
T h e re fo re , th e  rea so n  why we do no t acc ep t or reco g n ize  God’ s r e v e la t io n  as 
such does no t l i e  in  th e  c h a ra c te r  of th e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  b u t i s  th e  r e s u l t  
o f our s t a t e .  As f a r  as th e  h i s t o r i c a l  form o f r e v e la t io n  i s  concerned , we know 
i t  ( " th e  h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent in  C h r i s t i a n i ty " ) ;  i n  a sen se , i t  i s  an o b je c tiv e  
one. Everyone can have a c c e ss  to  t h i s  o b je c t .  But even though th e  f a c t  of 
r e v e la t io n  i s  a c c e s s ib le  to  us i n  th e  God-man, we do not g iv e  our a s s e n t  to  h is  
a s s e r t io n  th a t  he i s  God. To u s , a s  n a tu ra l  men, what i s  im p o rtan t i s  our own 
r a t i o n a l i t y  and our own w i l l .  A ccording to  our r a t i o n a l i t y ,  God cannot become 
an in d iv id u a l  man. Yet th e  God-man in  tim e a s s e r t s  th a t  he i s  God. We cannot 
b u t c a l l  t h i s  a s s e r t io n  ab su rd , f o r  i t  does not f i t  our r a t i o n a l i t y .  Our w i l l  
a ls o  does no t approve t h i s  a b s u rd ity  th a t  an h i s t o r i c a l  in d iv id u a l  a s s e r t s  th a t  
he i s  God [ t h i s  i s  our u n w ill ig n e s s  to  a c c e p t th e  G ospe l].
T h ere fo re , i f  th e re  i s  a  b e l ie v e r  o r a d i s c ip le ,  t h i s  means th a t  he
1. Cf .EE, p .77: " F a ith  i s  no t an a c t  o f w i l l . "
T h e re fo re , i t  i s  u n f a i r  to  K ierkegaard  to  i n t e r p r e t  him as a man who 
em phasizes f a i t h  as an a c t  of w i l l  as does Mark C .T aylor ( o p . c i t . . 
p p .315 -318 ). Of c o u rse , f a i t h  im p lie s  an a c t  o f w i l l .  However, we cannot 
b e l ie v e  the  th in g  which we must b e lie v e  b e fo re  we a re  changed 
q u a l i t a t i v e l y  by God. We have l o s t  th e  power to  b e l ie v e  i t  by our own 
w i l l .
2 . Per Loenning e x p re sse s  t h i s  w e ll when he speaks o f  "Man’ s 
u n w illin g n e ss  to  a c c e p t th e  G o sp e l."  Cf. "K ierkegaard  as a C h r is t ia n  
T h in k e r ," o p .c i t . . p . 177.
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b e l ie v e s  som ething which he cannot a c c e p t by h is  rea so n  and by h is  own w i l l .  
Human re a so n  and human w i l l  a re  not a p p ro p r ia te  to  r e l a t e  to  th e  o b je c t o f 
f a i t h .  The b e l ie v e r  o r th e  d i s c i p le  i s  th e  one who a c c e p ts  what he cannot
acc ep t by h is  re a so n  and h is  w i l l .  The only way to  i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  phenomenon i s  
to  say th a t  God l e t s  th e  man a c c e p t th e  h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n .  Climacus speaks 
o f th e  G od-given c o n d itio n  which i s  g iv e n  th a t  man may a c c e p t th e  A bsolu te 
P a rad o x .[ 3] And t h i s  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  i s  r e la te d  to  m an 's change. For 
C lim acus, th e  id e a  of th e  G o d -g iv en -co n d itio n  and th e  id e a  o f New B ir th  or o f a 
New C re a tio n  imply one a n o th e r . To say th a t  God g iv e s  us th e  c o n d itio n  to  
un d ers tan d  th e  T ru th  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from say ing  th a t  God r e c r e a te s  u s , so th a t  
th e re  i s  a q u a l i t a t i v e  change i n  man. Now th e  man can a c c e p t th e  A bsolu te
Paradox: even though i t  s t i l l  does no t f i t  h is  own r a t i o n a l i t y ;  t h i s  does no t
m a tte r  fo r  th e  man who i s  i n  f a i t h .  He has been changed.
As th e  one who has been changed, he does not seek  to  f in d  G od 's r e v e la t io n  
i n  any o th e r  realm  o r any o th e r  h is to r y  ( i . e . ,  G e sc h ic h te ) . What was i n  h i s to r y  
b e fo re  he was changed has no t been changed, b u t th e  one who has been changed 
f in d s  G od 's r e v e la t io n  i n  th e  one who was in  h is to r y  ( J e s u s ) .  Even though he 
does not comprehend th e  r e l a t i o n  o f th e  two n a tu re s  o f Je su s  C h r is t ,  he a c c e p ts  
t h i s  f a c t  and le a rn s  from J e s u s ; now he i s  a d i s c ip le .  Now, fo r  him, Jesu s  
C h r is t  i s  th e  S av iour and th e  R ev ea le r; th e  one who r e c r e a te s  him and th e  one 
whom he must fo llo w  and ta k e  a s  th e  example fo r  h is  own l i f e .  Of co u rse  he
cannot e x p la in  how he comes to  b e l ie v e .  The only th in g  he can say i s  th a t  God
has changed h im .[4 ] What seemed to  be absu rd  b e fo re  i s  now th e  T ru th  (even
though i t  i s  s t i l l  th e  A bsolu te  P a rad o x ); what seemed to  be fo o l i s h  b e fo re  i s
3 . J0EL» p. 17: "Now i f  th e  le a r n e r  i s  to  a c q u ire  th e  T ru th , th e
Teacher must b r in g  i t  to  him, and no t only so , b u t he must a ls o  g iv e  him 
th e  c o n d itio n  n ecessa ry  fa r ,  u n d e rs ta n d in g  i f . .  For i f  th e  le a rn e r  were in  
h is  own perso n  th e  c o n d it io n  fo r  u n d ers tan d in g  th e  T ru th , he need only  
r e c a l l  i t . "  See a ls o  p .80: "The God gave to  th e  d i s c i p le  th e  c o n d itio n
th a t  en ab les  him to  see  him, opening f o r  him th e  eyes o f F a i th ."
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now tr u e .  Now he can acc ep t G od 's r e v e la t io n  which was and i s  i n  h i s t o r y . [5 ]
Thus we can conclude th a t  fo r  Climacus th e  R evealer was in  tim e and
h is to r y .  Also r e v e la t io n  was in  h i s to r y ;  h is to r y  which i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from
any o th e r  h is to r y .  As f a r  as i t s  happening i s  concerned , th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e
between th e  h i s t o r i c a l  e x is te n c e  o f th e  In c a rn a te  one and any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l
f a c t .  Almost a t  th e  end o f th e  P h ilo so p h ic a l Fragm ents Clim acus says:
" I t  i s  w ell-know n th a t  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  th e  only  h i s t o r i c a l  phenomenon 
which in  s p i t e  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l ,  nay p r e c is e ly  by means o f th e
h i s t o r i c a l , has in ten d ed  i t s e l f  to  be fo r  th e  s in g le  in d iv id u a l  th e  p o in t  
o f d e p a r tu re  fo r  h i s  e t e r n a l  c o n sc io u sn e ss , has in ten d ed  to  i n t e r e s t  him 
o th e rw ise  than  m erely h i s t o r i c a l l y ,  has in ten d ed  to  base  h is  e t e r n a l  
h ap p in ess  on h is  r e l a t io n s h ip  to  som ething h i s to r i c a lC PF. p . 137).
"The h i s t o r i c a l "  i n  th e  w r i t in g s  o f  Clim acus i s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  th a t  God was
i n  tim e as  an in d iv id u a l  m an.[6 ] As f a r  as h is  e x is te n c e  i n  tim e i s  concerned ,
t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  But in  so
f a r  as t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  concerned w ith  God, i t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from o th e r
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s .  Climacus c a l l s  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t .  This
i s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which i s  a b so lu te  f o r  every g e n e ra tio n . And th a t  t h i s  i s
an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  does no t change. There i s  no p o s s i b i l i ty  o f acc ep tin g  t h i s
4. Cf. J e r ry  H .G i l l , o p . c i t . , p . 199: "Thus, i t  i s  only  by means o f a 
' l e a p '  th a t  th e  knower i s  a b le  to  tran sce n d  th e  e g o -c e n tr ic  p red icam en t. 
H e.cannot know how he has o b ta in ed  knowledge, bu t he can know th a t  he has 
o b ta in ed  i t .  He canno t u n d ers tan d  i t ,  b u t he can e x p e rien ce  i t . "
5 . Cf. P h i l ip  M erlan ,"Must We R e in te rp re t  K ie rk eg a a rd ? ,"  The Jo u rn a l 
SiSL R e lig io n . L I I I  (1 9 7 5 ), p .59: "The most obvious [ i n  th e  w r it in g s  o f
K ierkegaard ] i s  th e  one in  which K ierkegaard  rem inds h is  r e a d e rs  th a t  
C h r is t i a n i ty  does not come in to  e x is te n c e  by i t s  d o c tr in e s  being  b e lie v e d  
in ;  on th e  c o n tra ry , C h r is t i a n i ty  p resupposes t h a t  ev en ts  took  p la c e  
which a fte rw a rd  can be d e sc r ib e d  i n  th e  form o f d o c t r in e s .  . . .  There i s
no C h r is t i a n i ty  u n le s s  th e  o b je c t iv e  ev en ts  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  (and
C ru c if ix io n )  have ta k en  p la c e ; and no amount o f s u b je c t iv e  c e r t a in ty  
could  c r e a te  C h r is t i a n i ty  u n le s s  th e se  ev en ts  have tak en  p la c e ."
6 . Cf. CUP, p .290: " . . . .  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  i s  hence th e  r e a l i t y
o f th e  God-man in  th e  sense  o f h is  e x is te n c e . . . .  The o b je c t o f f a i t h  i s
th u s  G od 's r e a l i t y  in  e x is te n c e  as  a p a r t i c u la r  in d iv id u a l ,  th e  f a c t  th a t  
God has e x is te d  as  an in d iv id u a l  human b e in g ."  See a lso  E . J .C a r n e l l .The 
Burden o f K ie rk eg a ard , p .111 : " In  l i k e  manner, th e  A bsolu te Paradox ( th e
In c a rn a t io n , t h a t  i s )  may have e x is te d  as an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  and th u s  be 
o b je c t iv e  acco rd in g  to  th e  common sense  norm."
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h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  more e a s i l y .  One canno t change t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  through 
in t e r p r e t a t i o n .  T his h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  even though i t  i s  h i s t o r i c a l ,  o r  r a th e r  
because i t  i s  h i s t o r i c a l ,  i s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t .  Though th e  A bsolu te  i s  
d e c l in a b le  in  a l l  th e  ca s ib u s  o f l i f e ,  i t  rem ains i t s e l f  ev e r th e  same; and 
th rough  i t  e n te r s  c o n t in u a l ly  in to  r e l a t i o n s  w ith  o th e r  th in g s ,  i t  c o n s ta n t ly  
rem ains s ta tu s  a b s o lu tu s (PF. p . 125). When Clim acus em phasizes th e  a b so lu te n e s s  
o f t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  he makes i t  c l e a r  th a t  th e re  i s  n o th in g  e l s e  which can 
lik e w ise  be c a l le d  th e  A bso lu te  Paradox. I t  i s  a s p e c ia l  f a c t .  But Clim acus 
w arns us th a t  we must never fo rg e t  th a t  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t :  
"The a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  and as  such i t  i s  th e  o b je c t o f F a i th .  
The h i s t o r i c a l  a sp e c t m ust indeed  be a c c e n tu a te d " (££., p. 125). T his i s  th e  very
p o in t  which makes t h i s  f a c t  d i f f e r  from an e te r n a l  f a c t ( C f . ^ ,  p p .1 2 4 f f . ) .
T h e re fo re , th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  a k ind  o f h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  In  so f a r  as 
th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  no t an  e t e r n a l  f a c t ,  we have to  em phasize th e  p o in t  th a t  
f o r  Clim acus even though th e  f a c t  o f r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t ,  i t  i s  so 
a s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  Hence, i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  d is t in g u is h  th e  elem ent which 
i s  in  th e  realm  o f th e  e t e r n a l  and th e  elem ent which i s  in  th e  realm  of tim e in  
t h i s  a b s o lu te  f a c t .  T his a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ;  i t  does not 
belong to  th e  realm  o f e t e r n i t y .  The f a c t  th a t  we cannot reco g n ize  th e  s p e c ia l
meaning o f  t h i s  f a c t  and we cannot re c e iv e  i t  as G od 's r e v e la t io n ,  does no t make
t h i s  f a c t  tran sce n d  th e  rea lm  o f tim e and h i s to r y .  Even though we do no t a c c e p t 
i t  a s  G od 's r e v e la t io n ,  i t  was and i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  I f  th a t  were no t th e  
c a se , th e re  would be no A bsolu te  Paradox. So in  my o p in io n , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  
i n t e r p r e t  th e  even t of I n c a rn a t io n  a s  Mark T ay lo r does:
"By v i r t u e  o f h is  manhood, Je su s  p a r t i c ip a te s  in  p ro fan e  h i s to r y ,  and by
v i r tu e  o f h is  d iv i n i ty ,  he p a r t i c ip a t e s  in  sac red  h i s t o r y . " [1 ]
Mark T ay lo r t r i e s  to  f in d  a r e l a t i o n  betw een K ie rk e g a a rd 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  and
R udolf B u ltm ann 's  u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een r e v e la t io n  and
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h i s t o r y . [2 ] According to  Mark . T ay lo r, to  u n d ers tan d  K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s
u n d e rs ta n d in g ’ s Paradox, Bultm ann’ s  a n a ly s is  i s  h e lp fu l .  Bultmann w r i te s :
"The Paradox o f C h r is t  as th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  and th e  ever p re se n t Lord, 
and th e  Paradox o f  th e  C h r is t ia n  as an e s c h a to lo g ic a l  and h i s t o r i c a l  being  
i s  e x c e l le n t ly  d e sc r ib e d  by E ric  F rank ( The Role o f H isto ry  I n  C h r is t ia n  
Thought. p p .? 4 f . ) :
’ . . . .  to  th e  C h r is t ia n s  th e  adven t of C h r is t  was not an even t in  th e  
tem poral p ro cess  which we mean by h is to ry  . . . .  I t  was an even t in  th e  
h is to r y  o f s a lv a t io n ,  i n  th e  realm  of e t e r n i ty ,  a s  e s c h a to lo g ic a l  
moment in  which r a th e r  t h i s  p ro fan e  h is to ry  o f th e  w orld came to  i t s  
end. And in  an a n a lo g ic a l way, h is to r y  comes to  i t s  end i n  th e
r e l ig io u s  ex p erien ce  o f any C h r is t ia n  who i s  ’ in  C h r i s t . ’ In  h i s  f a i t h
he in  a lre a d y  above tim e and h i s to r y .  For a lth o u g h  th e  adven t o f 
C h r is t  i s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which happened ’ once* i n  th e  p a s t ,  i t  i s ,  
a t  th e  same tim e, an e t e r n a l  ev en t which occurs  a g a in  and a g a in  in  th e  
so u l o f any C h r is t ia n  . . . .  The advent o f C h r is t  i s  an adven t i n  th e  
realm  o f e t e r n i ty  which i s  commensurable w ith  h i s t o r i c a l  tim e"( H is to rv  
and E sch a to lo g y . p p .1 5 1 -153 )." [33
T a y lo r’ s f a i l u r e  to  d is t in g u is h  betw een th e  e te rn a l  f a c t  and th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t
which I  have p o in ted  ou t above [ s e e  p .2 0 4 .n .1 . ] ,  makes him i n t e r p r e t  K ierkegaard
i n  t h i s  way. For K ierk eg aard , th e  a b so lu te  f a c t  cannot be regarded  as  an
e te r n a l  f a c t  or even ah e te r n a l  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t . ( C f.J ^ ,  p p .12 4 f . ;£il£, p p .5 1 2 f .) .
The f a c t  th a t  J e su s  i s  th e  God-man cannot be analyzed  i n  a d u a l i s t i c  way. On
th e  c o n tra ry , th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  God-man i s  th e  e x is te n c e  which overcomes th e
d u a l i s t i c  s t r u c tu r e  o f e t e r n i ty  and tim e , even though we, as  men, cannot
overcome th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f t h i s  f a c t .  The God-man i s  th e  God-man in  tim e
and h i s to r y ;  he cannot be reg ard ed  as  a mere man because he i s  i n  tim e and
h is to r y .  I f  he i s  th e  God-man in  a realm  which i s  beyond th e  realm  of tim e and
h is to r y ,  th e n  th e re  would no t be A bsolute Paradox, b u t on ly  th e  S o c ra tic
Paradox, th e  c r i s i s  betw een th e  realm  o f tim e and th e  realm  o f e t e r n i t y .  For
K ierk eg aard , th e  a ttem p t to  p lace  th e  God-man only in  a rea lm  which i s  beyond
tim e and h i s to r y ,  i s  an a ttem p t to  tak e  away A bsolute Paradox from th i s  w orld o f
tim e and h is to r y .  The even t o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  d id  not tak e  p la ce  i n  a s p e c ia l
1. Mark C. T a v lo r . K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s Pseudonymous A u th o rsh ip . p p .3 0 3 f.
2 . Ibid.» p .3 0 1 .no te  81.
3 . I b id ,  pp.SOOf.
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h is to r y  o r a s p e c ia l  realm . For C lim acus, i t  took p la ce  in  th e  tim e and h is to r y  
i n  which we l i v e .  And as  a f a c t  which took  p la ce  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  i t  can be 
th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  which i s  th e  same d is ta n c e  from every  g e n e ra tio n . But th a t  
t h i s  f a c t  i s  th e  a b so lu te  f a c t  does no t make i t  an e te r n a l  f a c t .  For as f a r  as 
i t s  happening i s  concerned , i t  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from aiiy o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .
Up to  now I  have drawn ou t Climacus* u n d ers tan d in g  o f  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
h is to r y  and r e v e la t io n .  I  have shown th a t  f o r  C lim acus, th e  R evea ler was in  th e  
tim e and h is to r y  in  which we l i v e ,  a s  an in d iv id u a l  man; b u t t h i s  f a c t  i s  th e  
a b so lu te  f a c t  as an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  T h ere fo re , i t  i s  a t  th e  same d is ta n c e  from 
every  g e n e ra tio n , f o r  i t  i s  th e  a b s o lu te .  But t h i s  does no t mean th a t  i t  i s  i n  
e t e r n i t y ,  nor t h a t  i t  i s  an  e t e r n a l  f a c t  or an e te r n a l  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  H ere, I  
make one more p o in t; t h a t  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f acc ep tin g  t h i s  f a c t  i s  th e  
d i f f i c u l t y  o f acc ep tin g  i t  as  God’ s  r e v e la t io n ,  o r as th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t ,  no t th e
d i f f i c u l t y  o f a c c e p tin g  i t  a s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  The f a c t  th a t  even fo r
im m ediate con tem poraries  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  acc ep t t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  as  th e
f a c t  which i s  r e l a t e d  to  th e  R ev ea le r, makes i t  c l e a r  th a t  th e  im p o s s ib i l i ty  o f
ac c e p tin g  t h i s  f a c t  i s  no t th e  im p o s s ib i l i ty  o f ac c e p tin g  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  or th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  form o f i t ,  b u t th a t  o f a c c e p tin g  t h i s  f a c t  a s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  or 
as r e v e la t io n .  Even though we a re  ey ew itn esse s  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  we do 
not a cc ep t t h i s  f a c t  a s  th e  r e v e la t io n  of God. The re a so n  why we do not a c c e p t 
t h i s  f a c t ,  th e r e f o r e ,  does not l i e  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  t h i s  f a c t  i s  r e v e la t io n ,  b u t 
in  th e  f a c t  th a t  we t r y  to  r e j e c t  t h i s  f a c t .
(2 )
We now tu rn  our a t t e n t io n  to  th e  works o f  A nti-C lim acus, th e  pseudonymous au th o r 
o f T ra in in g  jjo. C h r is t i a n i ty  and The S ick n ess  unto  D eath . When we look  a t  th e se  
w orks, we f in d  th e  same u n d e rs tan d in g  o f t h i s  problem ( th e  r e l a t i o n  between 
r e v e la t io n  and h i s t o r y ) . The m ajor th e s i s  which we f in d  i n  th e se  works i s  a ls o
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th a t ,  even though r e v e la t io n  i s  n o t m erely an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  i t  i s  a ls o  an 
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which i s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t .  For A nti-C lim acus, l i k e  C lim acus, 
th e  God-man was i n  th e  tim e and h i s to r y  in  which we l i v e ;  th e  e x is te n c e  o f th e  
God-man i s  no t i n  an o th e r tim e or h i s to r y ,  b u t in  th e  tim e and h is to r y  in  which 
o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s  ta k e  p la c e . To show t h i s  p o in t  I  s h a l l  examine 
A nti-C lim acus’ use o f s e c u la r  h is to r y  and sac red  h i s to r y .  For i f  we d id  not 
c o n s id e r  th e  c o n te x t in  which A nti-C lim acus u ses  th e se  te rras , we would th in k  
th a t ,  fo r  A nti-C lim acus, r e v e la t io n  d id  not tak e  p lace  in  th e  tim e and h is to r y  
i n  which we l i v e .  But A n ti-C lim acus’ concep t o f s e c u la r  h i s to r y  (o r  
w o r ld -h is to ry )  i s  no t th e  ’ h i s to r y  t h a t  ta k es  p la ce  i n  t im e , ’ b u t ’ in t e r p r e te d  
h i s to r y ,  h i s to r y  in t e r p r e te d  from  a  c e r t a in  s ta n d p o in t . ’ In  a word, H egelian  
h i s to t y ,  h is to r y  which i s  in t e r p r e te d  in  th e  l i g h t  o f H eg e lian  ph ilosophy  or 
H egelian  th e o lo g y . T his i s  th e  p o in t  which I  s h a l l  t r y  to  a rgue  h e re .
L et us s t a r t  by q u o tin g  some passag es  w hich, i f  we see  them w ith o u t
c o n s id e r in g  th e  c o n te x t i n  which th e se  q u o ta t io n s  ap p ea r, can be th e  cause of
m isu n d e rs tan d in g , such th a t  one th in k s  fo r  A nti-C lim acus, r e v e la t io n  i s  no t i n
th e  h is to r y  in  which we l i v e .
"He [J e su s  C h r is t]  i s  n o t, and f o r  nobody i s  He w il l in g  to  be , one about 
whom we have le a rn e d  to  know som ething m erely from h i s t o r y ( i . e . , 
W o rld -h is to ry , s e c u la r  h i s to r y ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  to  sac red  h i s t o r y ) ; f o r  from 
h is to r y  we can le a r n  to  know n o th ing  about Him, because th e re  i s  
a b s o lu te ly  no th in g  t h a t  can be ’ known’ about Him"(T£., p .26)
" ’H is to r y , ’ say s  f a i t h ,  ’ has no th in g  w hatever to  do w ith  C h r i s t ’ "(TC, 
p .3 3 ) .
I f  we c o n s id e r  th e se  passages w ith o u t c o n s id e r in g  th e  c o n te x t,  we m ight th in k  
th a t  fo r  A nti-C lim acus, J e su s  C h r is t  i s  no t in  th e  h is to r y  in  which we l i v e .  
However, i t  i s  n ecessa ry  to  c o n s id e r  what A nti-C lim acus means by h i s to r y ,  b e fo re  
we come to  any c o n c lu s io n  abou t t h i s  problem . To f in d  th e  meaning g iv e n  to  
h is to r y  in  T ra in in g  i n  C h r i s t i a n i t y , i t  w i l l  be u se fu l to  q uo te  th e  whole 
c o n te x t o f th e  p assages which I  have j u s t  q uo ted . The c o n te x t of th e  f i r s t
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q u o ta tio n  i s  as fo llo w s :
" [ I n  th e  se n se , namely] t h a t  th e  I n v i t e r  i s  and i n s i s t s  upon being  th e  
d e f i n i t e  h i s t o r i c a l  p e rso n  He was 1,800 y e a rs  ago, and th a t  as t h i s  
d e f i n i t e  p erson , l i v in g  under th e  c o n d itio n s  He th e n  l iv e d  u n d er. He 
u t t e r e d  th o se  words o f i n v i t a t i o n  ["Come h i th e r  un to  me . . . . " ] .  —  He i s
no t and fo r  nobody i s  He w il l in g  to  be , one about whom we have le a rn e d  to  
know som ething m erely  from h is to r y  ( i . e . ,  w o r ld -h is to ry , s e c u la r  h is to r y ,  
i n  c o n t r a s t  to  sac red  h i s to r y ) ;  f o r  from h is to r y  we can le a r n  to  know 
n o th ing  about Him, because th e re  i s  a b s o lu te ly  no th in g  t h a t  can be known 
abou t Him. - r -  He d e c l in e s  to  be judged in  a  human way by th e  
consequences o f h is  l i f e ,  t h a t  i s  to  say . He i s  and would be th e  s ig n  of 
o ffe n se  and th e  o b je c t of f a i t h .  To judge Him by th e  consequences o f h is  
l i f e  i s  m erely mockery o f God; f o r  see in g  th a t  He i s  God, His l i f e  ( th e  
l i f e  which hg. a c tu a lIv  l iv e d  i n  tim e) i s  . i n f i n i t e l y  more d e c is iv e ly  
im p o rtan t th an  a l l  th e  consequences o f i t  i n  th e  co u rse  o f h is to ry " (T C ,
p .2 6 ) .
What we can in f e r  from th e  c o n te x t o f t h i s  q u o ta tio n ,  i s  t h a t  i n  ’w o r ld -h is to ry ’ 
o r ’ s e c u la r - h i s to r y ’ Je su s  C h r is t  i s  judged by th e  consequences o f h is  l i f e .  I f
t h i s  in fe re n c e  i s  r i g h t ,  th e n  we can say o f  ’w o r ld -h is to ry ’ , ’ s e c u l a r - h i s t o r y , ’
o r ’ p ro fa n e -h is to ry ’ i n  th e  T ra in in g  i n  C h r i s t i a n i ty  th a t  they deno te  a k ind  o f  
a ttem p t to  i n t e r p r e t  the  h is to r y  which happens in  tim e. For exam ple, peop le  
say :
" I s  i t  not 1,800 y e a rs  s in c e  C h r is t  l iv e d ,  i s  not H is name procla im ed and 
b e lie v e d  on th ro u g h o u t th e  whole w orld , tr iu m p h a n tly  perm eated a l l
r e la t io n s h ip s  —;- and i n  t h i s  way has no t h is to r y  ab u n d an tly , and more
th a n  ab u n d an tly , e s ta b l is h e d  who He was, namely, t h a t  He was God?"(TC, 
p .2 9 ) .
When he i s  s p e c u la tin g  abou t such an i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  being  g iv e n  to  th e  l i f e  o f
Je s u s , A nti-C lim acus c r i t i c i z e s  such an a tte m p t; he says th a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le .
The h is to r y  from which we can le a r n  no th in g  abou t J e s u s ,  i s  such an a ttem p t o f
in t e r p r e t a t i o n  which t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t  J e su s  in  th e  l i g h t  o f th e  developm ent of
1,800 y e a r s .  A nti-C lim acus lam en ts :
"S tran g e ! peop le  a re  eager by th e  h e lp  o f h i s to r y , by c o n s id e r in g  th e  
consequences o f h i s  l i f e  [ th e  h is to r y  o f  th e  1,800 y e a r s ] ,  to  reach  by 
lo g ic a l  in fe re n c e  th e  £CSQ., ergo  He was God. . . .  S tran g e! and they  want 
above a l l  th in g s  to  make use o f h is to r y  to  prove th a t  C h r is t  was God’’(TC, 
p p .32 , 3 4 ) .
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Why cannot A nti-C lim acus endure t h i s  k ind  o f i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f Je su s?  B ecause , t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i s  an a tte m p t to  tak e  
away th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  caused by th e  r e v e la t io n  i n  J e su s  C h r is t ;  and 
because t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  supposes t h a t  one can reach  th e  lo g ic a l  c o n c lu s io n  
t h a t  an in d iv id u a l  man, i n  tim e, i s  God from th e  consequences o f h is  l i f e .  
A nti-C lim acus makes two th in g s  c l e a r :  one cannot draw th e  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  He i s
God from th e  consequences o f h is  l i f e [ t h e  h i s to r y  o f th e  1,800 y e a rs ]  and one 
has to  c o n fro n t th e  God-man who a c tu a l ly  was i n  tim e and h i s to r y . [ 1 ]  T h e re fo re , 
what A nti-C lim acus t r i e s  to  em phasize i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from what Clim acus speaks 
o f  in  th e  case  o f th e  l a s t  g e n e ra t io n  o f secondary  d i s c i p le s .  (C f. ££., 
p p .117-123). Climacus a ls o  r a i s e s  th e  q u e s tio n  o f th e  advan tage o f th e  
consequences o f th e  1,800 y e a rs  to  th e  one who l i v e s  a f t e r  1 ,800 y e a rs ,  and says 
t h a t  th e re  i s  no advan tage . For th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f  r e v e la t io n  canno t be 
n a tu ra l iz e d  as i n  th e  case  o f o th e r  th in g s ,  because i t  i s  alw ays th e  A bso lu te  
Paradox. Climacus say s:
. "The advan tage o f th e  consequences would seem to  l i e  i n  a g rad u a l 
n a tu r a l i z a t io n  o f t h i s  f a c t .  I f  such i s  th e  c a se , i . e . ,  i f  such a  th in g  
i s  c o n c e iv a b le , th e  l a t e r  g e n e ra t io n  has even a d i r e c t  advan tage over th e  
contem porary g e n e ra tio n ;  and a man would s u re ly  have to  be very  s tu p id  i f  
he could  speak  o f  th e  consequences i n  t h i s  sen se , and y e t  rav e  abou t how 
fo r tu n a te  th e  co n tem p o raries  w ere. Under th e  assum ption  o f th e  
n a tu r a l iz a t io n ,  i t  w i l l  be p o s s ib le  f o r  a  l a t e r  g e n e ra tio n  to  a p p ro p r ia te  
th e  f a c t  w ith o u t th e  s l i g h t e s t  em barrassm ent, w ith o u t sen s in g  a n y th in g  o f 
th e  am bigu ity  o f th e  a roused  a t t e n t i o n ,  from which o ffe n se  may is s u e  as 
w e ll as  f a i t h .  However, t h i s  f a c t  . . . .  d isd a in e d  n a t u r a l iz a t io n ,  w hether 
under th e  p ro te c t io n  o f a k ing  o r a p ro fe s s o r" ( fE , p p .1 1 9 f .) .
1. In  t h i s  se n se , I  a g re e  w ith  N .H .S^e’s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f t h i s  
m a tte r :  " I f  th e  e x p re s s io n  ’ o u ts id e  h i s to r y ’ [ i n  T ra in in g  in
C h r is t i a n i ty ]  i s  ta k en  in  a s t r i c t l y  l i t e r a l  sen se  i t  would u l t im a te ly  
im ply a k ind  o f d o c e t ic  C h r is to lo g y . T his i n t e r p r e t a t i o n ,  however, i s  
c l e a r ly  wrong. . . .  When SK [K ie rk eg aa rd ] a s s e r t s  th a t  th e  l i f e  o f J e su s  
C h r is t  f a l l s  o u ts id e  h i s to r y ,  he undoubtedly  a ls o  in te n d s  to  in c lu d e  th e  
h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  H is P ass io n . . . .  M oreover, SK [K ie rk eg aa rd ] o c c a s io n a lly  
a tte m p ts  to  view C h r is t  ’ sim ply as  a  m an,’ th a t  i s ,  a s  an o rd in a ry  man 
b e long ing  to  h i s to r y .  C h r is t  was a ls o  t r u e  man, a f a c t  which K ierkegaard  
never overlooked"( " C h r is t ,"  i n  T h eo lo g ica l C oncents i n  K ierk eg aard , 
B ib l io th e c a  K ie rk eg a a rd ian a , V, p .6 5 f . ) .  See a ls o  Hermann Diem.o f . c i t . , 
p p .1 0 6 f: "K ierkegaard  i s  by no means . . .  an u n h is to r i c a l  th in k e r ."
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N a tu r a l iz a t io n  o f th e  ’h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f  J e s u s ’ , f o r  C lim acus, i s  an im p o ss ib le
th in g . L ikew ise , fo r  A n ti-C lim acus, th e  a ttem p t to  draw ou t th e  lo g ic a l
c o n c lu s io n  ( e rg o ) t h a t  J e su s  was God from th e  consequences o f h i s to r y ,  i s
im p o ss ib le . For both  of them, what i s  im p o rtan t i s  no t th e  consequences o f His
l i f e ,  b u t H is l i f e  i t s e l f .  A ccording to  A n ti-C lim acus, ’’H is l i f e  ( th e  l i f e
which he a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  i n  tim e) i s  i n f i n i t e l y  more d e c is iv e ly  im p o rtan t th a n
a l l  th e  consequences o f i t  i n  th e  co u rse  o f h i s to r y ’’(XC., p .2 6 ) .  T h e re fo re ,
acco rd in g  to  A nti-C lim acus, J e su s  C h r is t  l iv e d  i n  tim e th a t  i s  no t d i f f e r e n t
from th e  tim e i n  which we l i v e .  What m a tte rs  fo r  him i s  th e  a tte m p t to  draw out
th e  lo g ic a l  c o n c lu s io n  th a t  th e  one who l iv e d  in  tim e was God, because he i s  th e
g r e a t e s t  man and th e  consequences o f  h is  l i f e  a re  am azing. Hence, we cannot
d isc o v e r  a b a s ic  d if f e r e n c e  betw een Climacus* view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  between
r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  and th a t  o f A nti-C lim acus. And th a t  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t
i s  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  does no t change. Here we f in d  th e  re a so n  why A nti-C lim acus
em phasizes th e  n e c e s s ity  o f see in g  Je su s  C h r is t  in  H is h u m ilia t io n . For th e  one
who e x i s t s  in  th e  a b s o lu te  f a c t  i s  J e su s  C h r is t  who i s  in  h is  s t a t e  o f
h u m ilia t io n . M entioning J e s u s ’ i n v i t a t i o n  [ ’’Come h i t h e r ,  a l l  ye th a t  la b o u r and
a re  heavy l a d e n . . . ’’] ,  A nti-C lim acus say s:
’’Who i s  th e  in v i te r ?  J e su s  C h r is t .  Which Je su s  C h r is t?  The Je su s  C h r is t  
who s i t s  in  g lo ry  a t  th e  r i g h t  hand o f th e  F a th e r?  No. From th e  s e a t  o f
H is g lo ry  he has no t spoken one word. T h e re fo re , i t  i s  J e su s  C h r is t  i n
H is h u m ilia t io n , i n  th e  s t a t e  o f h u m ilia t io n , who spoke th e se  w ords. I s  
th e n  J e su s  C h r is t  no t alw ays th e  same? Yes, He i s  th e  same y e s te rd a y  and 
to d ay , th e  same th a t  1 ,800 y e a rs  ago humbled H im self and took  upon Him th e  
form o f a s e rv a n t,  th e  J e su s  C h r is t  who u t te r e d  th e se  words o f i n v i t a t i o n .  
In  H is coming a g a in  i n  g lo ry  He i s  a g a in  th e  same Je su s  C h r is t ;  b u t t h i s  
has no t y e t  o ccu rred . . . .  J e su s  C h r is t  i s  th e  same; b u t he l iv e d  1,800 
y e a rs  ago in  h is  h u m ilia t io n  and becomes changed f i r s t  [ f o r  us] w ith  H is 
coming a g a in " (1C., p p .2 6 -2 7 ) .
A ccording to  t h i s  p assag e , u n t i l  th e  tim e of th e  second coming, J e su s  C h r is t
must be unders to o d  as th e  one who i s  i n  H is h u m ilia tio n . T h ere fo re  he and th e
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f h is  e x is te n c e  in  tim e do no t change as h i s to r y  p ro g re s s e s .
Even though th e re  a re  many C h r is t ia n s  i n  th e  w orld , t h i s  does not make th i s
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h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  more r a t i o n a l  or n a tu r a l .  T his h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  s t i l l  
p a ra d o x ic a l and u n n a tu ra l.  Yet th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f t h i s  f a c t  l i e s  in  th e  f a c t  
th a t  God became an in d iv id u a l  man, he e x is te d  in  tim e and s t i l l  i s  th e  
God-man,[1 ]
T h ere fo re  we can conclude th a t  even to  A nti-C lim acus, th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  
o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f J e su s  i s  im p o r ta n t .[2 ] What he t r i e s  to  a t ta c k  i s  no t 
h is to r y  in  th e  sense  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  happening o f th e  In c a rn a t io n , b u t th e  
d ed u c tio n  o f who he i s  from th e  consequences o f h is  l i f e .  A nti-C lim acus does 
no t deny th e  f a c t  th a t  J e su s  C h r is t  l iv e d  i n  tim e and h is to r y  and th a t  he was 
and i s  th e  God-man i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  On th e  c o n tra ry , he em phasizes t h i s
f a c t . [ 3 ]
(3)
1 . Cf. J.Heywood Thomas.S u b je c t iv i ty  and Paradox (O xford: B a s il
B lack w e ll, 1957)* p . 113: " T ra in in g  i n  C h r is t i a n i ty  ta k es  up th e  themes o f
Paradox and o ffe n se  in  a sh a rp e r  and more po lem ica l way. The p o in t th a t  
K ierkegaard  w ished to  em phasize was th e  o ffe n se  and r i s k  o f b e l ie v in g  i n  
One whose h u m ilia tio n  d u rin g  H is l i f e  on e a r th  was a t e r r i b l e  r e a l i t y . "
2 . In  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  problem , c f .  th e  fo llo w in g  o b se rv a tio n  o f 
David Swenson on T ra in in g  in  C h r i s t i a n i t y ; "A r e j e c t i o n  o f th e  J e su s  o f 
H is to ry  must be c a r e f u l ly  d is t in g u is h e d  from a r e j e c t i o n  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  
J e s u s . The l a t t e r  would be a r e p u d ia t io n  o f th e  God-man, by making th e
second h a l f  o f th e  s y n th e s is  u n re a l .  . . . .  O therw ise th e  paradox
d is a p p e a rs .  The Paradox i s  th e  u n ity  o f God and an  in d iv id u a l  man in  
d i s t i n c t i o n  from o th e r  men; and th e  p a r t i c u la r  in d iv id u a l  i s  th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  in d iv id u a l" ( Something abou t K ie rk eg aa rd , p .2 4 2 ). For f u r th e r  
d is c u s s io n  o f th e  p ro b l^ i  th a t  K ierkegaard  does n o t d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  and Je su s  C h r is t  i n  any sense  of th e  word, see  Thomas 
J.Heywood,^ "The R elevance o f  K ierkegaard  to  th e  D em ythologising 
C o n tro v e rsy , "& H , X (1 9 5 7 ), p p .239-252. See a ls o  V ernald  E l le r , " F a c t ,  
F a i th ,  and F o o lis h n e s s ," The Jo u rn a l o f R e lig io n . XLVIII (1 9 6 8 ), p p .5 6 ff .  
See a g a in  N .H .Sjd 'e,"K ierkegaard’ s  d o c tr in e  o f th e  P aradox ,"  p .215: " I t  i s
s ig n i f i c a n t  th a t  K ierkegaard  never fo r  a moment s e r io u s ly  c o n s id e rs  
d e p ic t in g  C h r is t ’ s l i f e  and deeds in  a  way d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  o f th e  
G ospe l."
3 . I  a g re e  w ith  M ichael P lekon th a t  K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  f in d  th e
o b je c t  o f f a i t h  and th e  r e a l  shape o f f a i t h  in  th e  h is to r y  o f J e s u s . Cf.
" P ro te s t  and A ffirm a tio n ,"  p p .4 6 f . And I  a l s o  ag ree  w ith  W.von K lo e s te r  
th a t  by th e  concep t o f ’ co n tem p o ran e ity ’ K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  em phasize 
th e  q u e s tio n ," w h e th e r  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  ev en t i s  o f  d e c is iv e  im portance fo r  
my p e rso n a l e x is te n c e .  The h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  i s  o f equal im portance fo r  
any human b e in g . " ( K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s yjjgy a t  C h r i s t i a n i t y , p. 105).
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The p o in t which we have drawn from th e  works o f Clim acus and o f 
A nti-C lim acus, namely th a t  th e  R ev ea le r was i n  th e  tim e and h i s to r y  in  which we 
l i v e ,  i s  c l e a r e r  when we compare i t  w ith  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s o th e r  w r i t in g s .  The l a s t  
p a r t  o f t h i s  second s e c t io n  w i l l  be concerned about K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s o th e r  w r i t in g s  
to  show t h i s  p o in t ( t h a t  fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  in  c o n c re te  
tim e and c o n c re te  h is to ry )  more c l e a r ly .
In  The Book ûfi A dler K ierkegaard  sa y s :
’’ . . . .  i t  i s  im p o rtan t above a l l  t h a t  th e re  be f ix e d  an unshakab le  
q u a l i t a t i v e  d if f e re n c e  betw een th e  h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent i n  C h r i s t i a n i ty  and 
th e  th e  h is to r y  o f C h r i s t i a n i t y , th e  h is to r y  o f i t s  fo llo w s , e t c .  The 
f a c t  th a t  God came in to  e x is te n c e  in  human form under th e  Emperor 
A ugustus: t h a t  i s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent in  C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  th e  h i s t o r i c a l
i n  a p a ra d o x ic a l c o m p o s itio n ."(AS.» p p .5 8 f . ) . [ 1 ]
What i s  h e ld  in  common betw een th e  h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent in  C h r is t i a n i ty  and th e
h is to r y  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  i s  t h a t  bo th  of them a re  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  But th e
h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent in  C h r is t i a n i ty  must no t be confused  w ith  th e  h i s to r y  o f
C h r i s t i a n i ty .  The h i s t o r i c a l  elem ent i n  C h r is t i a n i ty  does no t change; i t  i s
th e  a b s o lu te ,  even though i t  i s  i n  h i s to r y .  I t  i s  t h i s  p o in t  which K ierkegaard
t r i e s  to  em phasize th roughou t th e  whole o f h is  a u th o rs h ip .
K ierkegaard  knew w e ll th a t  th e  rea lm  of h is to r y  i s  reg a rd ed  as a rea lm  o f 
r e l a t i v i t y .  N e v e r th e le s s , he says t h a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la ce  i n  a tim e and 
h is to r y  which i s  not d i f f e r e n t  from th e  tim e and h i s to r y  in  which o th e r  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s  ta k e  p la c e ; th e  In c a rn a t io n  took  p la ce  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ;  
th e  God-man was i n  h i s to r y .  T his i s  one of th e  rea so n s  why th e  God-man was and 
i s  m isunderstood  and m is in te rp re te d  by man. The most dangerous m isun d erstan d in g  
o f  Him, acco rd in g  to  K ie rk eg aa rd , i s  to  th in k  th a t  one can u n d e rs tan d  Him. To 
th in k  th a t  one can u n d ers tan d  Him i s  to  make Him in to  som ething which i s
1. For an e x c e l le n t  d is c u s s io n  of K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s view o f r e v e la t io n ,  
based on üû  A u th o rity  and R e v e la tio n , see  Joe  R .Jones,"Som e Remarks on 
A u th o rity  and R e v e la tio n  in  K ierk eg aard ," Ih g . Jo u rn a l ûf. R e l ig io n , LVII 
(1 9 7 7 ), p p .232-254.
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r a t io n a l  and n a tu r a l .  For what we can u n d ers tan d  i s  th a t  which f i t s  our re a so n .
M isunderstand ings and m is in te r p r e ta t io n s  o f th e  God-man ( in c lu d in g  th e  a tte m p t
to  u n d ers tan d  Him by reason) a re  o f fe n se s  a g a in s t  Him. What i s  in t e r e s t i n g  a t
t h i s  p o in t i s  t h a t  K ierkegaard  says th a t  th e  a ttem p t to  r a t i o n a l i z e  th e  God-man
and th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f r e v e la t io n  i s  a l s o  an o f fe n s e , o r r a th e r ,  th e  s in
a g a in s t  th e  Holy G host. On th e  l a s t  page o f The S ick n ess  un to  Death
A nti-C lim acus say s:
"The l a s t  form o f o f fe n se  i s  th a t  abou t which we a re  sp eak ing  i n  t h i s
c h a p te r ,  th e  p o s i t iv e  form [o f  th e  o f f e n s e ] .  I t  d e c la re s  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s
a  fa lseh o o d  and a l i e ,  i t  d e n ie s  C h r is t  ( t h a t  He e x is te d  and th a t  He was 
what He c la im  to  be) e i t h e r  d o c e t ic a l ly  o r r a t i o n a l i s t i c a l l y , so th a t  
C h r is t  e i th e r  does no t become a p a r t i c u l a r  man excep t a p p a re n tly , o r He
becomes only  a p a r t i c u l a r  man, so th a t  He e i th e r  becomes d o c e t ic a l ly ,
p o e try  and mythology which make no c la im  to  r e a l i t y ,  o r r a t i o n a l i s t i c a l l y ,  
a r e a l i t y  which makes no c la im  to  be d iv in e . In  t h i s  d e n ia l  o f C h r is t  as 
th e  Paradox th e re  i s  n a tu r a l ly  im p lied  th e  d e n ia l  o f e v e ry th in g  C h r is t ia n :  
S in , th e  fo rg iv e n e ss  o f s in s  e t c . "(.SUD., p .2 62 ).
By ’ r a t i o n a l i s t i c  d e n ia l o f C h r i s t ’ A nti-C lim acus means th e  a tte m p t to  i n t e r p r e t
th e  God-man as  th e  union  o f hum anity and d iv i n i ty .  So what i s  im p o rtan t i s  no t
th e  f a c t  o f w hether one speaks o f th e  im portance o f Je su s  C h r is t  or n o t, b u t
what h is  r e a l  in t e n t io n  i s  when he speaks o f th e  im portance o f  C h r is t .  I f  what
he t r i e s  to  do i s ,  i n  f a c t ,  to  e le v a te  man, th e n  h is  em phasis on C h r is t  i s  in
v a in . Even though one does no t d i r e c t ly  say th a t  " C h r is t ia n i ty  i s  fa lseh o o d  and
a l i e , "  i f  he a c tu a l ly  d e n ie s  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  and th e  a b so lu te n e s s  of Je su s
C h r is t  as th e  R evea ler and S av io u r, th e n  he cannot be reg a rd ed  as a C h r is t ia n .
Even though a person  em phasizes th e  a b so lu te n e s s  of Je su s  C h r is t ,  i f  he does not
r e a l ly  acknowledge th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f H is e x is te n c e  i n  our tim e and h i s to r y ,
th e n  he has n o th ing  to  do w ith  C h r i s t i a n i ty .
I t  i s  t ru e  th a t  th o se  who t r y  to  i n t e r p r e t  Je su s  C h r is t  and r e v e la t io n  i n
Him in  a human way use  th e  same term s, th e  same m a te r ia l ,  and i n  a  sen se  a re
c o n fro n te d  by God’ s r e v e la t io n .  They, however, change th e  God-man and 
C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  so th a t  C h r is t i a n i ty  i n  th e  r e a l  sense  o f th e  word i s ,  by t h e i r
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a l t e r a t i o n  o f C h r i s t i a n i ty ,  i n d i r e c t l y  d e c la re d  a fa lseh o o d  and a l i e .  What i s
in t e r e s t i n g  h e re  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  K ierkegaard  acknow ledges th e  a l t e r a t i o n  of
r e v e la t io n  by man. And t h i s  a l t e r a t i o n  o f  r e v e la t io n  and C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  
p o s s ib le  because r e v e la t io n  and C h r i s t i a n i ty  a re  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  B arth  and 
K ierkegaard  d i f f e r  h e re . For B a r th , i n  o rd e r  to  rem ain th e  r e v e la t io n  which 
cannot be a l t e r e d  by man, r e v e la t io n  i s  n o t d i r e c t ly  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  fo r  
th e  th in g s  which a re  in  tim e and h is to r y  a re  incom ple te  and can be a l t e r e d .  
However, fo r  K ierk eg aard , r e v e l a t i o n  i t s e l f  i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y  and i t  can be 
a l t e r e d  by man. How could, th e  r e v e la t io n  o f God be a l t e r e d  by man? Is  
r e v e la t io n  so pow erless? K ierkegaard  a t  f i r s t  g iv e s  an a f f i rm a t iv e  answer to
t h i s  q u e s tio n . A nti-C lim acus c a l l s  J e su s  C h r is t  " t h i s  poor re v e a le d  God"fSUP,
p .2 4 7 ). God’ s r e v e la t io n  i s  p ow erless b e fo re  a  s tro n g  man who, i n  a  r e a l  s e n se , 
does no t know h im se lf  and th in k s  th a t  he i s  r i g h t .  (1) P laced  b e fo re  r e v e la t io n  
he does no t reco g n ize  i t  as God’ s  r e v e la t io n .  M oreover, he i s  no t concerned 
w ith  t h i s  r e v e la t io n .  He sa y s : " I  do no t presume to  pass a ry  judgm ent; I  do
no t b e l ie v e ,  b u t I  pass  no judgm ent"(^Î2E, p .2 6 0 ). (2) Or he f e e l s ,  to  be s u re ,
th a t  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  ig n o re  C h r i s t i a n i ty  (w hich i s  based on r e v e l a t i o n ) , i t  
i s  im p o ss ib le  to  l e t  a l l  th in g s  abou t C h r is t  rem ain i n  doubt (.SUP., p .2 6 1 ), b u t he 
does not b e l ie v e .  (3) Or he changes C h r i s t i a n i ty  and r e v e l a t i o n  in to  som ething 
e ls e  w hich, i n  f a c t ,  i s  no t C h r i s t i a n i ty  and r e v e la t io n ,  even though th e  same 
te rm s, th e  same s t r u c tu r e  o f d o c t r in e s ,  and th e  same so u rces  a re  used . Among 
th e se  th re e  exam ples, acc o rd in g  to  A n ti-C lim acus, th e  t h i r d  one i s  more 
dangerous th a n  th e  o th e rs .  F o r, th o se  who a re  not concerned w ith  r e v e la t io n  and 
do no t b e l ie v e  i t  can s t i l l  have th e  o p p o rtu n ity  to  become b e l ie v e r s ,  w hereas 
th e  one who t r i e s  to  change C h r i s t i a n in i ty  and r e v e la t io n  in to  som ething e l s e  i s  
i n  a d i f f e r e n t  s i tu a t io n :  " th e r e  i s  no fo rg iv e n e ss  to  t h i s  k ind  o f s i n"( SUP,
p .2 5 3 ). The only word he can say to  th e  one who does t h i s  i s  th a t  " in  th e  
meanwhile thou  c a n s t do w hatever thou  w i l t ,  bu t th e  judgm ent i s  to  come."(SUP.
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p .25 3 ).
Up to  now we have co n s id e re d  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s view o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y .  What I  have shown i s  th a t  acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , one 
must acknowledge th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f  r e v e la t io n ,  even though he canno t und ers tan d  
i t  by h i s  re a so n . T h is i s  th e  only way one can respond to  God’ s r e v e la t io n  as 
one sh o u ld . Of c o u rse , t h i s  cannot be done by n a tu ra l  man; to  respond in  t h i s  
way a p erso n  must be changed. W ithout such a q u a l i t a t i v e  change, no r i g h t  
re sp o n se  to  God’ s r e v e la t io n  i s  p o s s ib le .  However, even though man does no t 
respond to  God’ s r e v e la t io n ,  God’ s r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  I t  
i s  t h i s  which K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  em phasize th roughou t h i s  w r i t in g .  I t  seems 
t h a t  K ierkegaard  says what i s  im p o ss ib le . So th e re  i s  th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f 
r e v e la t io n  which we s h a l l  d is c u s s  i n  th e  nex t s e c tio n .
B efo re  we tu rn  our a t t e n t i o n  to  th e  concep t of paradox , i t  w i l l  be u se fu l
to  compare b r i e f l y  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s u n d e rs tan d in g  o f th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een 
r e v e la t io n  and h i s to r y  w ith  th a t  o f B a rth .
The d if f e r e n c e  betw een K ierk eg aard  and th e  e a r ly  B arth  in  t h i s  re g a rd  i s  
c l e a r .  For in  h is  e a r ly  p e r io d , B a rth , a s  we have seen  in  c h a p te r  I ,  does no t 
acknowledge th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o r te m p o ra lity  o f r e v e la t io n ;  w hat i s  i n  h is to r y
canno t be i d e n t i f i e d  w ith  t h a t  which belongs to  God. Only i n  th e  l i g h t  o f th e
R e su rre c tio n  i s  r e v e la t io n  g iv e n . And th e  moment i s  th e  e t e r n a l  moment which i s  
n o t in  tim e and h i s to r y .  In  c o n t r a s t  to  such a view , K ierkegaard  em phasizes 
t h a t  s in c e  th e  moment of th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  th e  moment in  tim e , th e  . In c a rn a te  
one was i n  our tim e as th e  R ev ea le r and Redeemer. T h e re fo re , r e v e la t io n  a lso  
was i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  even though we do no t a cc ep t t h i s  f a c t .
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The p o s i t io n s  o f K ierkegaard  and o f th e  l a t e r  B arth  seem to  be c lo se  i n
th a t  they  bo th  em phasize th e  In c a rn a t io n  and h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .
However, a s  we have seen  in  c h a p te r  I I ,  fo r  th e  l a t e r  B a rth , C h r is t - h i s to r y  
( G esch ich te) i s  no t th e  h is to r y  which i s  u nders tood  as  th a t  which took  p la c e  in  
our tim e and h i s to r y .  For th e  l a t e r  B a rth , th e  tim e in  which r e v e la t io n  i s ,  
g iv e n  i s  no t our tim e, b u t God’ s  tim e. T h ere fo re , r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  even 
though he says th a t  i t  ta k e s  p la c e  in  tim e , does no t belong to  our tim e and 
h i s to r y ,  b u t only  to  God’ s tim e. However, fo r  K ierkegaard  w hat i s  in  tim e and 
h is to r y  as God’ s in d ire c t-c o ra m u n ic a tio n  i s  th e  r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f .  For 
K ie rk eg aard , r e v e la t io n ,  a s  i n  th e  case  o f B a rth , i s  no t above or below th e  
realm  o f tim e and h is to r y ;  w hat i s  i n  our tim e and our h is to r y  i s  God’ s 
r e v e la t io n .
Secondly , K ierkegaard  and th e  l a t e r  B arth  a re  s im i la r  i n  t h a t  they  a s s e r t  
th a t  man by h im se lf  canno t be concerned w ith  r e v e la t io n .  However, fo r  th e  l a t e r  
B a rth , t h i s  i s  because r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  i s  no t in  our tim e and our h is to r y ,
w hereas fo r  K ierk eg aard , i t  i s  becau se , f i r s t l y ,  man i s  in  s in ,  and seco n d ly ,
even though we know what r e v e la t io n  i s ,  i t  i s  no t f a i t h  i t s e l f ;  f o r  
K ierk eg aard , f a i t h  i s  more th a n  mere h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge and i t  im p lie s  l iv in g  
acco rd in g  to  th e  t r u th  and fo llo w in g  Je su s  C h r is t .
B a s ic a l ly ,  th e re  i s  a d i f f e r e n c e  betw een t h e i r  u n d e rs ta n d in g s  o f h is to r y  
and r e v e la t io n .  A ccording to  th e  l a t e r  B a rth , our h i s to r y  i s  no t th e  realm  in  
which r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p la c e ; w hereas, a cco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , th e re  i s  no 
o th e r  realm  in  which God’ s  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  ex cep t th e  realm  o f our 
h i s to r y .  That i s  to  say , fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , th e re  i s  no o th e r  te m p o ra lity  and 
h is to r y  ex cep t our te m p o ra lity  and our h i s to r y .  In  a se n se , th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s 
’C h r i s t - h i s t o r y ’ seems to  be s im i la r  to  K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s con tem poraneity  w ith  Je su s  
C h r is t .  However, w hereas fo r  B a rth , th e  C h r is t  who i s  in  C h r i s t - h i s to r y  i s  th e
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one who i s  e x a l te d ,  fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  C h r is t  who i s  contem porary w ith  us i s
th e  one who i s  in  h i s  h u m ilia t io n . That i s  to  say , fo r  K ie rk eg aa rd , th e  h is to r y
o f C h r is t  i s  th e  a b so lu te  f a c t  as an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  w hereas fo r  B a rth , th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i t s e l f  i s  no t G od's r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f .  M oreover, th e  
'C h r i s t - h i s t o r y ' o f B arth  i s  an ever-happen ing  ev en t, w hereas th e  
con tem poraneity  w ith  C h r is t  o f K ierkegaard  i s  a con tem poraneity  w ith  C h r is t  who 
was i n  h is  h u m ilia t io n  and th e re f o r e  th e  f a c t  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  does no t tak e  
p la ce  a g a in  and ag a in .
The f a c t  th a t  fo r  K ierkegaard  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f r e v e la t io n  i s  very  im p o rtan t in  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  p re se n t 
s tu d y . F o r, acco rd in g  to  K ie rk eg aa rd , ' t h e  h i s t o r i c a l '  cannot be reg ard ed  as  a 
r a t i o n a l  and th e re fo re  a n ecessa ry  th in g  i n  any sense  of th e  word. I f  th e  f a c t  
th a t  God became an in d iv id u a l  man took  p la c e  as an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  th e n  i t  
cannot be reg ard ed  as a r a t i o n a l  th in g  o r a  n ecessary  th in g . According to  
K ierkegaard , ' t h e  h i s t o r i c a l '  i s  a ' coming in to  e x i s t e n c e . ' And " th e  change 
in v o lv ed  in  coming in to  e x is te n c e  i s  a c t u a l i t y ;  th e  t r a n s i t i o n  ta k es  p lace  w ith  
freedom . No coming in to  e x is te n c e  i s  n ece ssa ry . I t  [ th e  ' coming in to  
e x is te n c e * ]  was no t n ecessa ry  b e fo re  th e  coming in to  e x is te n c e ,  fo r  th e n  th e re  
could  not have been th e  coming in to  e x is te n c e ,  no t a f t e r  th e  coming in to  
e x is te n c e ,  fo r  th en  th e re  would no t have been th e  coming in t o  e x is te n c e " (P F , 
p .9 3 ). T h e re fo re , what comes in to  e x is te n c e  i s  no t n ecessa ry  in  any sense  o f 
th e  word. T his i s  th e  rea so n  why K ierkegaard  does not reg a rd  r e v e la t io n ,  which 
took  p la c e  as an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  a s  a r a t i o n a l  or n ecessary  r e v e la t io n .  B arth  
a ls o  speaks o f th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  and em phasizes th a t  i t  i s  G od 's a c t  
o f freedom . However, as we have seen , fo r  B a rth , i n  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s is ,  
r e v e la t io n  must be u n d erstood  as  r a t i o n a l  r e v e la t io n  and i t  has a  n ecessa ry
r e l a t i o n  to  G od 's in n e r  l i f e .  M oreover, g iv e n  C re a tio n , God canno t b u t become
In  t h i s  s e c tio n  we s h a l l  examine K ie rk e g a a rd 's  use of th e  term  Paradox. 
Our main concern  i s  w ith  th e  A bsolute Paradox; (1) th e  co n ten t of th e  A bsolute 
Paradox, (2) th e  cause of the  A bsolute Paradox, and (3) th e  re a so n  why 
K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e  A bsolute Paradox. But i t  i s  necessary  to  s t a r t  from 
th e  S o c ra tic  Paradox, fo r  K ierkegaard  h im se lf  s t a r t s  from th e  S o c ra tic  Paradox 
and compares i t  w ith  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
What i s  the  S o c ra tic  Paradox? The d i a l e c t i c  or th e  te n s io n  between th e  
realm  of e t e r n i ty  and th e  realm  o f tim e, e s p e c ia l ly  th e  e te rn a l  t r u th  and an 
e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  i s  the  C ontent of the  S o c ra tic  Paradox. The e te r n a l  t r u th  
i t s e l f ,  o f co u rse , i s  not a Paradox. But when an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  t r i e s  to  
r e l a t e  to  th e  e te rn a l  t r u th ,  th e re  i s  a Paradox. In  th e  P o s ts c r ip t  Climacus 
say s:
"The e te rn a l  and th e  e s s e n t i a l  t r u th ,  th e  t r u th  which has an e s s e n t i a l  
r e la t io n s h ip  to  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  because i t  p e r ta in s  e s s e n t i a l ly  to  
e x is te n c e  . . .  i s  a paradox. But the  e te rn a l  e s s e n t i a l  t r u th  i s  by no 
means in  i t s e l f  a paradox; bu t i t  becomes p a rad o x ica l by v i r tu e  of i t s  
r e la t io n s h ip  to  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l .  The S o c ra tic  ig n o ran ce  g iv e s
e x p re ss io n  to  the  o b je c tiv e  u n c e r ta in ty  a t ta c h in g  to  th e  t r u th ,  w h ile  h is
inw ardness in  e x is t in g  i s  th e  t r u t h " (ÇüP, p .183).
"The s o c r a t ic  Paradox c o n s is te d  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  e te r n a l  was 
r e la te d  to  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l " ( C ^ ,  p .186).
When we th in k  o f the  theo ry  o f r e c o l le c t io n ,  we can u nders tand  th e se  q u o ta tio n s
more e a s i ly .  A ccording to  the  theo ry  o f r e c o l le c t io n ,  we have a lre a d y  p o ssessed
th e  e te rn a l  t r u th ;  bu t we have fo rg o t te n  i t ,  because we l i v e  in  th e  realm  of
tim e. However, we have 'R eason ' by which we can r e c o l l e c t  th e  e te rn a l  t r u th .
Yet S o c ra te s , w h ile  su g g es tin g  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f r e c o l le c t io n ,  d id  not come to
any c o n c lu s io n , bu t was alw ays in  igno rance  (S o c ra tic  ig n o ra n c e ) . That i s  to
say , he he ld  f a s t  to  th e  o b je c tiv e  u n c e r ta in ty  w ith  th e  p ass io n  o f inw ardness.
For example.
Page 231
in c a rn a te  as Je su s  C h r is t ,  fo r  J e s u s , acco rd in g  to  B a rth , was b e fo re  the
C re a tio n  as th e  b a s is  o f th e  C re a tio n .
The d if f e re n c e  between t h e i r  views on r e v e la t io n  and h is to r y  i s  c le a r e r
when we see  th e  d if f e re n c e  betw een th e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  co n te n t of f a i t h .  
A ccording to  B a rth , a b e l ie v e r  b e l ie v e s  th a t  God a c ts  and re v e a ls  H im self in
G od's tim e, which s ta n d s  in  r e l a t i o n  to  what i s  in  our h is to r y  and our tim e. 
T h ere fo re , a b e l ie v e r  b e l ie v e s  th a t  even though what i s  i n  h is to r y  and our tim e 
i s  no t id e n t ic a l  w ith  G od 's r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f ,  i t  becomes G od 's r e v e la t io n  in  
G od's a c t .  Whereas fo r  K ierkegaard  a b e l ie v e r  b e lie v e s  th a t  God became an
in d iv id u a l  man i n  our tim e and our h is to r y ,  to  be our R evealer and th e  Redeemer. 
T h ere fo re , a  b e l ie v e r  b e l ie v e s  th a t  what was in  our tim e and our h is to ry  i s  
G od's r e v e la t io n .  Now he b e l ie v e s  th e  th in g , which he abandoned as ab su rd , to  
be G od's r e v e la t io n ;  what was in  h is to r y  i s  no t changed, bu t he h im se lf  i s
changed. Now he as a changed man c o n fe sse s  th a t  th e  reaso n  why he d id  not
acc ep t G od's r e v e la t io n  i s  no t th a t  G od's r e v e la t io n  i s  ho t in  our tim e and our 
h is to r y ,  bu t th a t  he as a  s in n e r  t r i e d  to  r e j e c t  i t  as ab su rd . For K ierkegaard ,
what i s  in  h is to r y  i s  th e  a b so lu te  f a c t .  I t  does no t tak e  p la ce  ag a in  and
ag a in ; nor i s  i t  changed from r e l a t i v e  to  a b so lu te  in  th e  moment o f s u b je c t iv e  
r e v e la t io n .
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"When S o c ra te s  b e lie v e d  th a t  th e re  was a God, he he ld  f a s t  to  th e  
o b je c t iv e  u n c e r ta in ty  w ith  th e  whole p ass io n  o f h is  inw ardness, and i t  i s  
p re c is e ly  in  t h i s  c o n t r a d ic t io n  and t h i s  r i s k ,  th a t  f a i t h  i s  ro o te d " ( CUP,
p .188).
There i s  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h ,  b u t fo r  S o c ra te s  th e  o b je c t  of f a i t h  i s  an 
o b je c tiv e  u n c e r ta in ty . For th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  i s  not in  tim e, bu t in  th e  realm  
o f e t e r n i ty .  When an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  t r i e s  to  have a r e l a t i o n  to  th e  th in g  
which i s  in  th e  realm  of e t e r n i ty ,  th e re  i s  a S o c ra tic  Paradox. The d if f e re n c e  
between P la to  and S o c ra te s , acco rd in g  to  C lim acus, i s  th a t  w hereas S o c ra te s  has 
an aw areness th a t  he i s  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l ,  P la to  t r i e s  to  s p e c u la te  about 
a l l  th in g s . The d if f e re n c e  between them s t a r t s  from t h e i r  view of th e  th eo ry  o f 
r e c o l le c t io n ;
"T h is  p ro p o s itio n  [ t h a t  a l l  knowledge i s  r e c o l le c t io n ]  i s  not fo r  S o c ra te s  
a cue to  th e  s p e c u la tiv e  e n te r p r i s e ,  and hence he does not fo llow  i t  up; 
e s s e n t i a l ly  i t  becomes a P la to n ic  p r in c ip le .  Here th e  way swings o f f ;  
S o c ra te s  c o n c e n tra te s  e s s e n t i a l ly  upon a c c e n tu a tin g  e x is te n c e , w h ile  P la to  
fo rg e ts  t h i s  and lo s e s  h im se lf  in  s p e c u la tio n . S o c ra te s ' i n f i n i t e  m e rit 
i s  to  have been an e x i s t in g  th in k e r ,  not a s p e c u la t iv e  p h ilo so p h e r who 
fo rg e ts  what i t  means to  ex ist"(C ilE , p . 184).
T h ere fo re , fo r  P la to , even th e  th in g s  which a re  in  th e  realm  of e t e r n i ty  can be
s p e c u la te d . about by human re a so n  and they can be regarded  a s  o b je c t iv e
c e r t a i n t i e s .  However, fo r  S o c ra te s , th e  e te rn a l  t r u th  can be r e la te d  to  an
e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l ,  and t h i s  forms a Paradox. Of co u rse , S o c ra te s  a ls o  th in k s
th e  th in g s  which a re  in  th e  realm  of e t e r n i ty  by h is  reaso n ; b u t he never
f o rg e ts  the  f a c t  th a t  he i s  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l .  That i s  to  say , S o c ra te s  i s
aware of th e  f a c t  th a t  even though he can th in k  o f th in g s  which a re  in  th e  realm
o f e t e r n i ty ,  th e  th in g s  which he can th in k  o f , cannot be regarded  as  o b je c tiv e
c e r t a i n t i e s ,  fo r  he i s  an e x i s t in g  in d iv id u a l  in  tim e. One of the  d if f e r e n c e s
betw een S o c ra te s  and P la to  l i e s  i n  th e  f a c t  th a t  w hereas in  P l a t o 's  system  what
can be thought can e x i s t  in d e p en d en tly  of our s u b je c t iv e  a p p ro p r ia t io n , in
S o c ra te s ' though t t r u th  must be l iv e d  o u t. In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  Climacus p r a is e s
S o c ra te s ; h is  " e v e r la s t in g  m e rit  . . . .  was to  have become aware o f th e
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e s s e n t i a l  s ig n if ic a n c e  of e x is te n c e , o f th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  knower i s  an e x is t in g  
in d iv id u a l .  For th i s  rea so n  S o c ra te s  was in  th e  t r u th  by v i r tu e  of h is  
ig n o ran c e , in  th e  h ig h e s t sense  in  which th i s  was p o s s ib le  w ith in  paganism"(jQIIP, 
p . 183) .  Because th e re  i s  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l ,  th e re  i s  a paradox: "By
v i r tu e  of the  r e la t io n s h ip  s u b s is t in g  between th e  e te rn a l  t r u th  and th e  e x is t in g  
in d iv id u a l ,  th e  paradox came in to  being"(Ç ü£, p . l8 7 ) .
Now l e t  us tu rn  our a t t e n t io n  to  th e  A bsolute Paradox. K ierkegaard  t r i e s
to  move away from th e  S o c ra tic  Paradox to  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
"The S o c ra tic  Paradox c o n s is te d  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  e te rn a l  was r e la te d  
to  an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l ,  b u t now e x is te n c e  has stamped i t s e l f  upon th e  
e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  a second tim e. There has taken  p la ce  so e s s e n t i a l  an 
a l t e r a t i o n  in  him th a t  he cannot now p o s s ib ily  tak e  h im se lf  back in to  th e  
e te rn a l  by way o f r e o d l le c t io n  . . . .  Viewed S o c r a t i c a l ly , th e  knower was 
sim ply an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l ,  bu t now the  e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  b e a rs  the  
stamp o f having been e s s e n t i a l ly  a l te r e d  by e x is te n c e . Let us now c a l l  
th e  u n tru th  of th e  in d iv id u a l S in " (CUP, p .186).
T h ere fo re , fo r  th e  man who i s  in  u n tru th , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  r e c o l l e c t  th e
e te r n a l  t r u th .  In  o rd er to  be co n fro n ted  w ith  th e  t r u th ,  th e  t r u th  must come
in to  e x is te n c e  in  tim e. Here we have th e  absurd  or th e  A bsolute P a rad o x .[1]
"What now i s  th e  absurd? The absurd, i s  ----  th a t  th e  e te r n a l  t r u th  has
come in to  being in  tim e, th a t  God has come in to  b e ing , has been born , has
grown up, and so forth"(U U E, p .188).
The a b s u rd ity ,  o r th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  ( i n  th e  s t r i c t  sense of th e  word) o f t h i s
f a c t  i s  th a t  the  in d iv id u a l  man in  tim e i s  God.[2 ] The in d iv id u a l  man, Je su s  of
N azareth  i s  th e  R ev ea le r. He i s  th e  God-man, so th a t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  of
Jesu s  i s  the  Paradox. In  a word, fo r  Clim acus, Paradox i s  in  h is to r y ,  no t in
th e  l i g h t  of the r e s u r r e c t io n .  I f  th e  God-man were not in  our tim e and our
h is to r y ,  he would not be the  A bsolute Paradox. I f  he were in  th e  realm  of
e t e r n i ty ,  he would be a t  most a S o c ra t ic  Paradox in  th e  r e l a t i o n  between Him and
1, For a d is c u s s io n  o f th e  d if fe re n c e  between th e  S o c ra tic  paradox 
and the  A bsolute . Paradox, See Mark C .T a y lo r .o p . c i t . . p p .258-260; Leroy 
Kay S ea t, "The meaning o f Paradox," p p .1 0 2 f . ,144-147; Hermann 
Diem,K ie rk e g a a rd 's  D ia le c t ic  o f E x is te n c e , p p .46-50 , 60-66.
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th e  e x is t in g  b e l ie v e r .  However, fo r  K ierkegaard , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  th in k  th a t  
Je su s  C h r is t  as th e  God-man was not in  our time and our h is to r y .  Even i f  He i s
not a cc ep ted , He i s  th e  A bsolu te Paradox who was th e re  in  our tim e and our
h is to r y .
Now we can answer th e  q u e s tio n s  which were r a is e d  a t  the  s t a r t  of our 
d is c u s s io n  of Paradox. F i r s t ,  what i s  th e  co n ten t of th e  A bsolute Paradox? The 
God-man or God in  tim e i s  th e  A bsolute Paradox. And i n  t h i s  answer th e  
between "God" and "man" or th e  " in "  between "God" and "tim e" have l i t e r a l
m eanings; they ( " -"  and " in " )  in d ic a te  the  r e a l  r e l a t i o n  between "God" and
"man" or "God" and " tim e ."  T h ere fo re , as soon a s  we suppose th a t  th e re  i s  no 
r e a l  r e l a t io n ,  th e  Paradox d is a p p e a rs . The A bsolute Paradox i s  th e re  a f t e r  th e  
moment of the  In c a rn a tio n .
The A bsolute Paradox r e v e a ls  no t only th e  a c t i v i t y  o f God in  which he 
became an in d iv id u a l  man, b u t a ls o  th e  r e a l  s t a t e  of man, who i s  in  s in .  [ 3 ] In  
P h ilo sQ P h ica l Fragm ents Johannes Climacus say s:
2. Cf. N ie ls  T h u ls tru n . K ierk eg aard ' s R e la tio n  to  H egel, p .361: "The 
A bsolute Paradox in  P h ilo so p h ic a l Fragm ents i s  no t m erely a ca teg o ry  of 
th o u g h t, bu t a p h ilo so p h ic a l d e f in i t i o n  of a s in g le  person , Je su s  C h r is t ,  
who as  God i s  a b s o lu te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from man, and who as man i s  d i f f e r e n t  
from every o th e r  man in  th a t  He was s in l e s s . "  V ernard E l le r  p a rap h ra ses  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  A bsolute Paradox a s  fo llo w s; " I f  th e  p ro p o s itio n  c la im s a 
s i t u a t io n  in  which the  suoerh i s t o r i c a l  b e in g , God, has re v e a le d  h im se lf  
w ith in  h i s to r y , th en  th e  very  n a tu re  of th e  case d ic ta t e s  th a t  th e  m a tte r  
w i l l  have to  be e s s e n t i a l  paradox. Thus K ierkegaard  f in d s  paradox to  be 
th e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  mark o f th e  e n t i r e  b ib l i c a l  a c c o u n t" ("F a c t, F a i th ,  and 
F o o lis h n e s s ." The Jo u rn a l of R e lig io n . XLVIII (1968 ), p p .5 6 f . ) .  T h ere fo re , 
G od's r e v e la t io n  i s  not in  G od's h is to ry  or in  G od 's tim e, b u t in  our tim e 
and our h i s to r y ,  i f  i t  i s  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
3 . Cf. Per Loenning,Th& dilemma S2Î. Contemoorarv Theology. p .82: 
"The dogma of the  'God-man' and o f a g e n e ra l human c o r ru p tio n  a re ,  as  
c le a r ly  seen  in  P h ilo so p h ic a l F ragm ents, in s e p a ra b le  from one a n o th e r , and 
in  t h e i r  m utual dependency they a re  sim ply c o n s t i tu t i v e  of C h r i s t i a n i ty .  
I f  they a re  o m itted , we rem ain w ith  S o c ra te s : man h im se lf  i s  th e
d e p o s ito ry  of t r u th ,  and 'r e v e l a t i o n ' i s  b a s ic a l ly  ex c lu d ed ."  Mark T aylor 
a ls o  p o in ts  out th a t  K ierkegaard  v i r t u a l l y  se e s  th e  sum of C h r is t ia n  dogma 
to  be in  th e se  two d o c tr in e s :  th e  In c a rn a t io n  and s in .  Cf. Mark
T a v lo r .O P . c i t . . p p .2 6 ? f.
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" In  o rd er to  be m an's T eacher, th e  God proposed to  make H im self l i k e  th e  
in d iv id u a l  man, so th a t  he m ight understand  him f u l ly .  Thus our Paradox 
i s  rendered  s t i l l  more a p p a l l in g ,  or th e  same paradox has th e  double 
a sp e c t which p ro c la im s i t  a s  th e  A bsolute Paradox; n e g a tiv e ly  by 
r e v e a lin g  th e  a b so lu te  u n lik e n e ss  of s in ,  p o s i t iv e ly  by p roposing  to  do 
away w ith  th e  a b s o lu te  u n lik e n e ss  in  a b so lu te  lik en ess"(jP F , p p .5 8 f . ) .
The A bsolute Paradox re v e a ls  th a t  man i s  à s in n e r  who i s  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  d i f f e r e n t
from th e  Holy God.[4 ] T his d if f e re n c e  c o n s is ts  not only in  th e  d if f e re n c e
between God th e  C rea to r and th e  c r e a tu r e  man. I t  i s  t ru e  th a t  th e  d if f e r e n c e
between th e  C rea to r and th e  c re a tu re  i s  a q u a l i t a t i v e  one, fo r  man, through a
q u a n t i ta t iv e  accum ula tion , cannot be God. However, acco rd in g  to  C lim acus, as
f a r  as the  C rea to r and man th e  c re a tu re  a re  concerned, i f  th e re  were no s in ,  " in
so f a r  they a re  ak in"(P F , p .5 8 ). And he does not c a l l  th e  d if f e re n c e  between
God th e  C rea to r and man th e  c re a tu re  th e  a b so lu te  d if f e r e n c e .  The a b s o lu te
d if f e r e n c e  between God and man i s  due to  man: " . . .  th e  u n lik e n e s s , th e
a b so lu te  u n lik e n e ss  i s  som ething th a t  man has b rought upon h im se lf" (P F , p .58.
See a ls o  p p . l 8 f . ) .  That i s  S i n . [5 ]
T his p o in t i s  c l e a r e r  when we look  a t  one of K ie rk e g a a rd 's  d is c o u rs e s .  In
"The L i l i e s  o f th e  F ie ld  and th e  B ird s  of th e  A ir" K ierkegaard , r e f e r r in g  to
E c c le s ia te s  5 :2 ,  say s :
" I f  the d if f e re n c e  i s  i n f i n i t e  between God who i s  in  heaven, and you who 
a re  on e a r th :  th e  d if f e r e n c e  i s  i n f i n i t e l y  g r e a te r  between th e  Holy and 
th e  s in n e r . " [6 ]
For K ierkegaard , th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een God th e  C rea to r and man th e  c re a tu re  i s
4 . Cf. Ingvar H o rg b y ," Im m e d iacy -S u b je c tiv ity -R ev e la tio n ," p . 112: 
"The f a c t  of h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n  im p lie s  th a t  th e  e t e r n a l ,  th e  t r u th ,  i s  
no t immanent in  s u b je c t iv i ty  . . . .  The e te rn a l  T ru th  i s  not in s id e  man, in  
h is  s u b je c t iv i ty ,  bu t o u ts id e  him in  an e x te rn a l  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  
S u b je c t iv i ty  i s  o u ts id e  t r u th ,  t h a t  i s ,  s u b je c t iv i ty  i s  u n tru th ."
5 . For a d is c u s s io n  o f  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  concep t of s in ,  see  David 
S w ertson ,"K ierkegaard 's  T reatm ent o f th e  D o c trin e  of S in ,"  in  Something 
ab o u t K ie rk eg aa rd . p p .1 ? 8 - l8 l ;  Kenneth H am ilton, "K ierkegaard  on 
S in ,"^ JT , XVII (1964 ), p p .289-302; Mark C .T ay lo r, o p .c i t . . p p .268-290; 
Louis D upre.O P . c i t . , p p .39 -70 .
6 . C h r is t ia n  D isco u rses  and The L i l ie s  of The F ie ld  and th e  B ird s  o f 
th e  A ir and Three D isco u rse s  a t . th e  Communion am F r id a y , t r a n s .  W alter 
Lowrie (London: Oxford U n iv e rs ity  P re ss , 1939)» p .369.
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no t th e  same d if f e re n c e  as t h a t  which e x i s t s  between th e  Holy God and man th e
s in n e r . [ 1 ]  If. th e re  were no s in ,  even though th e re  were a q u a l i t a t i v e  d if f e re n c e
betw een God and man, t h i s  d if f e r e n c e  would not be a d if f e re n c e  such th a t  one
should  exclude the  o th e r . As Clim acus say s , God and man, as f a r  as man i s  not
in  s in ,  " a re  a k in ." (P F , p .5 8 ) . W ithout s in ,  man has th e  c o n d itio n  to  u n d ers tan d
G od's r e v e la t io n .  Clim acus say s;
" In  so f a r  as th e  le a rn e r  e x i s t s  he i s  a lre a d y  c re a te d ,  and hence God must
have endowed him w ith  th e  c o n d itio n  fo r  u n d ers tan d in g  th e  T ru th . For
o th e rw ise  h is  e a r l i e r  e x is te n c e  must have been m erely b r u t i s h ,  and th e  
Teacher who gave him th e  T ru th  and w ith  i t  th e  c o n d itio n  was th e  o r ig in a l  
c r e a to r  of h is  human n a tu re "(P F . p .18 ).
That i s  to  say , i f  man d id  hot have th e  c o n d itio n  to  und ers tan d  G od 's r e v e la t io n
b e fo re  h is  s in ,  i t  would mean th a t  the  c re a te d  one was not a man. That would
mean th a t  only when God re c re a te d  Him, would he become a man fo r  th e  f i r s t  tim e.
But t h i s  i s  not th e  s i tu a t io n .  Man was c re a te d  w ith o u t s in  and, th e re f o r e ,  w ith
th e  c o n d itio n  n ecessary  to  u n d ers tan d  G od 's r e v e la t io n .  I f  man rem ained as he
1. I  cannot bu t wonder how H .R.M ackintosh i n t e r p r e t s  K ierkegaard  on 
s in  as fo llo w s: " . . . .  our whole e x is te n c e  i n  tim e, th e  r e l a t i v i t y  in
which we l i v e  as c r e a tu r e s  who a re  not God, i s  per se g u i l ty .  Such a 
p o s i t io n  could  be d is t in g u is h e d  only by th e  narrow est m argin from down 
r ig h t  M anicheism; and i t  has been h e ld , w ith  l e s s  j u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  th a t  
t r a c e s  o f a s im i la r  h y p e rb o lic a l a b e r r a t io n  can be d e te c te d  in  e a r l i e r  
s ta te m e n ts  o f K arl B a r th " ( o p . c i t . , p p .2 2 8 f .) .  Here M ackintosh does no t 
d i f f e r e n t i a t e  th e  d if f e r e n c e  between th e  C rea to r and th e  c r e a tu r e ,  and 
th a t  o f th e  Holy God and th e  s in n e r .  However, fo r  K ierkegaard , th e  f a c t  
th a t  we a re  c re a tu re  does not make us s in n e r s .  A ccording to  K ierk eg aard , 
i f  th a t  i s  th e  case  we do no t have any r e s p o n s ib i l i ty  fo r  being  s in n e r s ,  
fo r  c r e a t io n  i t s e l f  makes us s in n e r s .  T h ere fo re , t h i s  i s  an im p o ss ib le  
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of K ierkegaard  on s in .  For a d is c u s s io n  of th e  d if f e re n c e  
between th e  d if f e re n c e  of th e  C rea to r and th e  c r e a tu r e ,  and th a t  o f th e  
Holy and th e  s in n e r ,  see  Mark C .T av lo r. K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Pseudonymous 
A u th o rsh ip , p .259: "For th e  A bsolute Paradox to  be e f f e c te d ,  th e  E te rn a l
God must a c tu a l ly  e n te r  tim e (become in c a r n a te ) ,  th e reb y  e s ta b l i s h in g  a 
r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  a s e l f  whose q u a l i t a t iv e l y  d if f e r e n c e  from God l i e s  not 
in  h is  c r e a tu r e l in e s s  bu t in  h is  s in f u ln e s s ."  See a ls o  p .286: "With th e
re c o g n it io n  th a t  th e  d if f e r e n c e  between God and man i s  s in ,  m an's 
pred icam ent i s  a l t e r e d .  No lo n g e r i s  h is  ta s k  only to  reco g n ize  h is  
o n to lo g ic a l dependence upon God, th e  C rea to r and S u s ta in e r .  Man must now 
acknowledge th a t  he h im se lf  has d is ru p te d  h is  r e l a t i o n  to  God by f a i l i n g  
to  be h is  own s e l f .  He must adm it not only t h a t  he i s  a c r e a tu r e ,  b u t 
th a t  he i s  a s in f u l  c r e a tu r e ."  See a lso  Perry  D .L eF evre .The P rav e rs  jq£  
K ie rk eg aa rd , p .206: "B ecause man i s  a s in n e r  th e re  i s  a i n f i n i t e
q u a l i t a t i v e  d if f e re n c e  between him and God."
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was c re a te d , th e re  would: be no a b s o lu te  d if f e re n c e  between th e  Holy God and th e  
s in n e r ,  b u t only th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  d if f e r e n c e  between God th e  C rea to r and th e
c r e a tu r e .  But now the  man who i s  in  s in  i s  a b s o lu te ly  d i f f e r e n t  from God and
has l o s t  the  c o n d itio n  fo r  u n d ers tan d in g  God’ s r e v e la t io n .  The s t a t e  of s in  i s  
n o t m erely a p a ss iv e  s t a t e .  The man who i s  in  s in  i s  a c t iv e ly  in  s i n . [1 ] " E rro r  
( o r .  U n tru th , S in) i s  th en  not only o u ts id e  th e  T ru th , b u t polem ic in  i t s  
a t t i t u d e  toward i t ;  which i s  ex p ressed  by say ing  th e  le a rn e r  has h im se lf  
f o r f e i t e d  th e  c o n d itio n , and i s  engaged in  f o r f e i t i n g  it" (£ E ., p. 1 9 ). Not only 
does he not know th e  T ruth  and G od 's r e v e la t io n ,  bu t a ls o  d i s t o r t s  th e  T ru th  and 
G od's r e v e la t io n .  M oreover, th e  man who i s  i n  s in  does no t know th a t  he i s  in  
s in .  He does no t c o n s id e r  th a t  he i s  a s in n e r ;  he does no t have a 
s in -c o n s c io u s n e s s . T h ere fo re  he cannot u nders tand  why God became an in d iv id u a l  
man. For the  man who does not reco g n ize  h is  s in  b e fo re  God does no t f e e l  th e
need fo r  th e  S av io u r. A ccord ing ly , he does not a cc ep t th e  A bsolute Paradox th a t
God became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  Redeemer. However, t h i s  i s  th e  s i t u a t i o n  
in  which the  even t o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  took p la c e . Because o f m an's s in  th e re  i s  
the  even t o f the  In c a rn a t io n . The problem of s in  and th e  e x is te n c e  of Je su s  
C h r is t  a re  c lo se ly  r e la te d  in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  w r i t in g s .
This i s  exp ressed  in  th o se  w r i t in g s  fo r  which K ierkegaard  u ses  the  
pseudonymous name Climacus a s  th e  problem of knowing and l iv in g  th e  T ru th , 
w hereas in  the w r it in g s  under th e  pseudonym, A nti-C lim acus t h i s  problem i s  
ex p ressed  as th e  problem o f becoming a s e l f .  Let us c o n s id e r  t h i s  more c lo s e ly .
According to  A n ti-C lim acus, th e  man who does not have a r ig h t  r e la t io n s h ip  
w ith  God i s  no t y e t  a s e l f .  And not to  be a s e l f  i s  c a l le d  s in  by 
A nti-C lim acus. To be a s e l f  i s ,  f i r s t  o f a l l ,  to  have a r ig h t  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  
God. According to  A nti-C lim acus, "by r e la t in g  i t s e l f  to  i t s  own s e l f  and by
1. C f.PF, p p .1 7 f. ; p p .227-231.
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w il l in g  to  be i t s e l f  th e  s e l f  i s  grounded t r a n s p a re n t ly  in  th e  power which 
p o s ite d  i t  FGod1"(SUD. p .21 6 ). And to  put i t  a d i f f e r e n t  way, as  does S y lv in  
Flem ing C rocker, " to  be th e  s e l f  which an in d iv id u a l fundam entally  i s  r e q u ire s  
two th in g s : knowledge ( in s ig h t  in to  th e  tru e  s e l f ) , and power to  a c t  ( i n  o rd er
to  become th a t  s e l f ) . " [1 ]  I f  man i s  not in  s in ,  he has th e se  two req u irem en ts  
and can use them, fo r  God gave th e  c o n d itio n  to  u nderstand  G od's r e v e la t io n  when 
He c re a te d  man. But the  man who m isused th e se  c a p a c i t ie s ,  does not have a r ig h t  
r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  God any more, and th e re fo re  does not have knowledge and power 
to  be a s e l f  in  a r e a l  sen se . B a s ic a l ly ,  th e re  a re  two ways in  which man f a i l s  
to  be a s e l f :  'n o t  w i l l in g  to  be a s e l f  and 'w i l l in g  to  be a s e l f  by o n e s e l f . '
Both of them a re  c a l le d  'd e s p a i r ' by A n ti-C lim acu s.[2 ] "Not to  w i l l  to  be 
o n e s e lf  i s  c a l le d  ' t h e  d e s p a ir  of w e a k n e ss '" (SUP, p p .182-200). In  a sen se , t h i s  
k ind  o f d e s p a ir  can be found in  th e  way one e x i s t s  in  th e  a e s th e t ic  s ta g e . 
A nti-C lim acus c a l l s  th e  one who has th e  d e s p a ir  o f weakness " th e  im m ediate 
man"( SUP, p .184). This d e s p a ir  " i s  pure immediacy, o r e ls e  an immediacy which
c o n ta in s  a q u a n t i ta t iv e  r e f l e c t i o n ,  ----  Here th e re  i s  no i n f i n i t e  co n sc io u sn ess
o f  th e  s e l f ,  o f what d e s p a ir  i s ,  o r of th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  c o n d itio n  i s  one o f 
d e s p a ir ;  th e  d e s p a ir  i s  p a s s iv e , succumbing to  the  p re s su re  of th e  outward 
c ircu m stan ce , i t  by no means comes from w ith in  as a c t io n " ( SUP, p .184). And
1. S y lv in  Flem ing C ro c k e r ," S a c r if ic e  in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  F ear and 
Trem bling."  H arvard T h eo lo g ica l Review. LXVIII (1975), p .131.
2 . And acco rd ing  to  A nti-C lim acus, th e  'd e s p a i r '  i s  u n iv e rs a l .  That 
i s  to  say , everyone who does not have a r ig h t  r e la t io n s h ip  w ith  God i s  in  
'd e s p a i r . '  Cf. F r i t h i o f  B ra n d t.o p . c i t . . p .73: "The fundam ental theme of
th i s  book FThe S ick n ess  un to  D eath1 i s  d e s p a ir . According to  K ierkegaard , 
i t  i s  no r a r e  o ccu rren ce . On th e  c o n tra ry , p r a c t i c a l ly  every in d iv id u a l  
i s  to  a g r e a te r  or l e s s e r  degree  in  d e s p a ir .  But f re q u e n tly  he i s  unaware 
o f h is  d e s p a ir ."  See a ls o  P erry  D .L eFevre,o p .c i t . . p p .l6 7 f :  "Every
a e s th e t ic  view of l i f e  i s  d e s p a ir ,  and w hether one knows i t  or n o t, i f  one 
l iv e s  a e s th e t i c a l l y ,  one i s  in  d e s p a ir  . . . .  C onsciousness o f o n e 's  
d e s p a ir  and w il l in g n e s s  to  a cc ep t o n e 's  s e l f  as d e s p a ir in g  a re  not enough 
. . . .  To become consc ious of o n e 's  d e sp a ir  as s in  b e fo re  God would be th e  
deeper u n d e rs tan d in g . Such an e x i s t e n t i a l  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  tru e  
n a tu re  of d e s p a ir  a t  once in v o lv e s  th e  c a te g o r ie s  of th e  C h r is t ia n  l i f e  
i t s e l f . "
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A nti-C lim aous c o n tin u es :
"T his form o f d e s p a ir  i s :  d e s p a ir  a t  not w il l in g  to  be o n e se lf ;  o r s t i l l
low er, d e s p a ir  a t  no t w i l l in g  to  be a s e l f ;  o r lo w est of a l l ,  d e s p a ir  a t  
w i l l in g  to  be an o th e r th an  h im se lf ; w ish ing  f o r  a new s e l f .  P ro p e rly  
sp eak in g , immediacy has no s e l f ,  i t  does no t re c o g n ise  i t s e l f ,  so  n e ith er, 
can i t  reco g n ize  i t s e l f  a g a in , i t  te rm in a te s  th e re fo re  p re fe ra b ly  in  th e  
romantic"(.SnUj p. 186).
B ut, th e re  i s  a ls o  th e  d e s p a ir  o f s t r e n g th  or th e  d e s p a ir  of m a n lin e s s .(C f.
SUP, p p .200-207). The c l a s s i c  form o f t h i s  d e s p a ir  i s  th e  though t of S to ic ism .
The way one e x i s t s  in  th e  e th ic a l  s ta g e  i s  t h i s  d e s p a ir .
" In  t h i s  form o f d e s p a ir  th e re  i s  now a mounting co n sc io u sn ess  o f th e  
s e l f ,  and hence g r e a te r  co n sc io u sn ess  of what d e s p a ir  i s  and o f th e  f a c t  
t h a t  one’ s c o n d itio n  i s  th a t  of d e s p a ir .  Here d e s p a ir  i s  con sc io u s  o f 
i t s e l f  as a deed, i t  does not come from w ith o u t as a s u f fe r in g  under th e  
p re s s u re  o f c irc u m sta n c e s , i t  comes d i r e c t ly  from th e  s e l f .  And so a f t e r  
a l l  d e f ia n c e  i s  a new q u a l i f i c a t i o n  added to  d e s p a ir  over one’ s 
w eakness"(.SÏÏP., p .2 01 ).
The f a c t  th a t  the  R e lig io u sn e ss  A i s  a ls o  a form of t h i s  d e s p a ir  can be seen  in
th e  f a c t  th a t ,  fo r  S o c ra te s ,  th e re  i s  no s in -c o n sc io u sn e ss  in  th e  r e a l  sen se  of
th e  word o th e r  than  a s im ple  g u i l t - c o n s c io u s n e s s .  A nti-C lim acus say s:
" S o c ra te s  th e re fo re  never r e a l ly  g e ts  to  th e  d e te rm in a n t we know as s in ,  
which i s  s u re ly  a d e fe c t in  a d e f in i t i o n  of s in .  Why i s  th is ?  For i f  s in  
i s  indeed  ig n o ran c e , th e n  s in  p ro p e rly  does no t e x i s t ,  s in c e  s in  i s  
d e f in i t e l y  c o n sc io u sn ess . . . .  So th e n , i f  th e  S o c ra t ic  d e f in i t i o n  i s  
c o r r e c t ,  s in  does no t e x i s t .  . . .  P re c is e ly  th e  concept by which 
C h r is t i a n i ty  d is t in g u is h e s  i t s e l f  q u a l i t a t i v e l y  and most d e c is iv e ly  from 
paganism i s  th e  concep t o f s in ,  th e  d o c tr in e  of s in ;  and th e re fo re  
C h r is t i a n i ty  a ls o  assumes q u i t e  c o n s is te n t ly  th a t  n e i th e r  paganism nor th e  
n a tu ra l  man knows what s in  is"(^IIP ., p .2 2 0 ) .[1 ]
T h ere fo re , d e s p a ir ,  w hatever k ind  of d e s p a ir  i t  may be, i s  r e la te d  to  s i n . [2]
But th e  man who i s  in  d e s p a ir  does no t know th a t  he i s  i n  s in .  So fo r  th e  man
who i s  in  s in ,  th e re  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f being  a s e l f  w ith o u t th e  fo rg iv e n e s s
o f s in s .  In  such a s i t u a t i o n  [b e in g  i n  s i n ] ,  th e re  i s  th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f being
a s e l f  only in  r e l a t i o n  to  C h r is t .  A nti-C lim acus s t a t e s :
1. In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  Edward John C a rn e ll makes a good o b se rv a tio n : 
"The c r i t i c a l  d if f e r e n c e  [betw een a C h r is t ia n  and a pagan] i s  th a t  the  
C h r is t ia n  acknowledges h is  s ic k n e s s  [ s i n ] ,  w hereas th e  pagan d e s p e ra te ly  
c l in g s  to  th e  optim ism  th a t  a l l  i s  w e ll .  The pagan may pass th rough the  
v a l le y  and shadow of m elancholy , b u t he sees  no co n n ec tio n  betw een th i s  
ex p erien ce  and p e rso n a l s i n . " ( o n .c i t . , p .7 9 ) .
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"A s e l f  face  to  face  w ith  C h r is t  i s  a s e l f  p o te n t ia te d  by th e  p ro d ig io u s  
co n cess io n  of God, p o te n t ia te d  by th e  p ro d ig io u s em phasis which f a l l s  upon
i t  fo r  th e  f a c t  th a t  God a ls o  fo r  th e  sake of t h i s  s e l f  l e t  H im self to  be
born , became man, s u f fe re d ,  died"(.SHD, p .244).
Now in  th e  s i t u a t io n  of being  i n  s in  th e  only way to  be a  s e l f  i s  to  be in  
r e l a t i o n  to  C h r is t  who fo rg iv e s  our s in s .  This i s  what A nti-C lim acus t r i e s  to  
say in  h is  The S ick n ess  un to  D eath . Of co u rse , th e  opening s e c t io n  o f The
S ick n ess  unto  Death does no t m ention th e  e x is te n c e  of th e  M ediator as n e c e ss ity
fo r  being a s e l f  in  r e l a t i o n  to  God. But th e  man who f a i l e d  to  be a s e l f  in
r e l a t i o n  to  God, and th e  man who t r i e d  to  be a s e l f  by h im se lf , cannot d i r e c t ly  
r e l a t e  to  God and become a s e l f  any more. God wanted man to  become a s e l f  in  
r e l a t i o n  to  God, when he c re a te d  man. I f  God did  not c re a te  a b e a s t ,  b u t a man,
then  th e  c re a te d  one has th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f being a s e l f .  But th i s  p o s s i b i l i t y
i s  a lso  th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f d e s p a ir in g .  Now the one who i s  in  d e s p a ir  does not 
have th e  p o s s ib i l i ty  o f being  a s e l f .
In  t h i s  sen se , a c o n d itio n  which God gave in  th e  c re a t io n ,  o f which
Climacus speaks, i s  not d i f f e r e n t  from a p o s s ib i l i ty  o f being  a s e l f  in  r e l a t i o n  
to  God. In  th e  s i t u a t io n  of s in le s s n e s s  th e  man can a c c e p t God’ s r e v e la t io n ;  
he can be a s e l f  in  r e l a t i o n  to  God. For God who c re a te d  a man as man, no t as a 
b e a s t ,  gave a c o n d itio n  to  und ers tan d  th e  r e v e la t io n  which God g iv e s .
But now th a t  we have l o s t  th e  c o n d itio n , we a ls o  have l o s t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y
o f  being a s e l f  in  r e l a t i o n  to  God. In  t h i s  s i tu a t io n ,  th e re  i s  no way
a c c e p tin g  God’ s r e v e la t io n  by o u rse lv e s ; th e re  i s  no way to  be a s e l f  in
r e l a t i o n  to  God. Only when God changes our q u a l i ty ,  can we acc ep t God’ s
r e v e la t io n ;  only in  r e l a t i o n  to  C h r is t  can we be a s e l f  in  r e l a t i o n  to  God.
2 . Of. P erry  D .L eF evre ,o p . c i t . . p .171: "The d e sp a ir  which i s  S in  i s
d iso b ed ien ce ; i t  i s  man’ s w i l f u l  f a i l u r e  to  ground h im se lf  t r a n s p a re n t ly  
in  God."
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T h e re fo re , th e  e x is te n c e  of th e  In c a rn a te  one i s  r e la te d  to  man’ s s in .
However, t h i s  does not mean th a t ,  fo r  K ierkegaard , th e  s in  of man i s  th e  
u l t im a te  cause of th e  In c a rn a t io n . I f  we a s s e r t  t h i s ,  th e n  we a re  a s s e r t in g  
t h a t  God i s  co n d itio n ed  by man. The reaso n  why God became an in d iv id u a l  man i s  
r e la te d  to  man’ s s in .  But God m ight le av e  us in  our s in ;  God m ight g iv e  men up 
to  t h e i r  u n c lean n ess , v i l e  a f f e c t io n s ,  and re p ro b a te  mind. There i s  no 
n e c e s s i ty  fo r  the  In c a rn a t io n .
I f ,  n e v e r th e le s s ,  th e re  was th e  ev en t of th e  In c a rn a t io n  in  our tim e and 
h is to r y  the only  way to  d e s c r ib e  i t ,  i s  to  say th a t  i t  was because o f God’ s 
lo v e . K ierkegaard  em phasizes w ith  vehemence th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  cause o f th e  
In c a rn a t io n  i s  only God’s lo v e . Here, we must make two p o in ts  c le a r .
F i r s t ,  God’ s lo v e  was g iv e n  to  th e  man who was in  s in .  However, t h i s  d id  
no t mean th a t  b e fo re  man’ s s in  God d id  no t lo v e  man. But th e  lo v e  which i s  
r e f e r r e d  to  as th e  cause o f redem ption  i s  th e  love  which lo v e s  man i n s p i t e  o f
h is  s in .
Secondly , t h i s  does not mean th a t  i f  God does not d ec id e  to  redeem man. He
i s  not lo v e . That i s  to  say , i t  i s  no t the  case th a t  because God redeems man,
God i s  lo v e . Even i f  God does no t redeem man who a re  i n  s in ,  i t  would be 
im p o ss ib le  to  say th a t  He i s  no t lo v e . I f  we th in k  th a t  i f  God does not redeem 
u s . He i s  not the  God o f lo v e , th e n  we t r y  to  de term ine what God i s  and what 
lo v e  i s  by o u rs e lv e s . Of c o u rse , we le a rn  what lo v e  i s  in  God’ s a c t  of 
redem ption , bu t we cannot d e term ine  God’ s lo v e  by o u rs e lv e s .  We cannot say th a t  
God i s  lo v e  only in  th e  case  t h a t  He lo v es  u s . What K ierkegaard  w ants to  
em phasize, when he speaks o f God’ s lo v e , i s  th a t  lo v e  i s  lo v e  only in  th e  case  
th a t  th e re  i s  th e  a c tu a l  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f no t lo v in g . I f  th a t  i s  no t th e  ca se , 
lo v e  becomes a n e c e s s ity  o r a p r in c ip le  which de term ines a l l  which fo llo w s .
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Up to  now we have d isc u sse d  th e  c o n te n t of th e  A bsolu te Paradox and th e  
re a so n  why th e  In c a rn a tio n  ( th e  A bsolu te Paradox) happened. What we can 
conclude from our d is c u s s io n  i s  th a t  th e  A bsolute Paradox i s  r e la te d  to  God’ s 
r e v e la t io n ,  th e  s p e c ia l  form o f r e v e la t io n  in  which God became an in d iv id u a l  man 
in  tim e and h is to r y  to  be th e  R evea ler and th e  Redeemer. And th i s  f a c t  ta k es  
p la c e  because of God’ s lo v e  in  ta k in g  away man’ s s in .  T h ere fo re , to  em phasize 
th e  p o in t once more, th e  A bsolu te Paradox c o n s is ts  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  God became 
an in d iv id u a l  man who was born , grew up, s u f fe re d ,  and d ied  in  tim e and h i s to r y .  
This i s  th e  Paradox se n su  s t r i c t i o r i ( CUP. p .2 0 1 ). In  c o n t ra s t  to  th e  S o c ra tic  
Paradox, th e  A bsolute Paradox in v o lv e s  an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  which has an a b so lu te  
c h a ra c te r .  In  th e  S o c ra tic  Paradox, th e  Paradox i s  th e  r e l a t i o n  betw een th e  
e te r n a l  t r u th  which i s  in  th e  realm  o f e t e r n i ty  and an e x is t in g  in d iv id u a l  who 
i s  i n  the  realm  o f tim e, w hereas in  th e  A bsolute Paradox, th e re  i s  a Paradox 
because th e  God ( th e  E te rn a l)  i s  in  tim e in  th e  r e a l  sen se  of th e  word. When 
K ierkegaard  speaks o f th e  A bsolu te Paradox, he t r i e s  to  em phasize th e  
h i s t o r i c i t y  and th e  te m p o ra lity  o f God’s r e v e la t io n .
Now, l e t  us co n s id e r  t h i s  problem in  more d e t a i l  by c o n s id e r in g  th e  
q u e s tio n : Why does K ierkegaard  em phasize the  A bsolute Paradox? I  s h a l l  su g g e s t
two reaso n s fo r  t h i s .  Both reaso n s r e l a t e  to  th e  f a c t  th a t  K ierkegaard  w ishes 
to  s t r e s s  the  te m p o ra lity  and th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .
F i r s t ,  fo r  K ierkegaard , th e  c o n te n t of th e  A bsolu te Paradox (God in  tim e, 
o r th e  God-man) seems to  be a c o n t ra d ic t io n  and to  be absurd  to  man’ s r e a s o n .[1 ] 
A ccording to  our rea so n , th e  id e a  th a t  God became an in d iv id u a l  man i s  
im p o ss ib le ; i t  does not f i t  our reaso n ; i t  i s  a s e l f - c o n t r a d ic t io n  w ith in  th e  
s t r u c tu r e  of our reaso n . A ccording to  our reaso n , i f  One i s  God, One canno t be 
i n  our tim e and our h is to r y  as an in d iv id u a l  man; and i f  one i s  an in d iv id u a l  
man in  tim e; One cannot be God. There i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y ,  w ith in  our lo g ic ,  o f
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G od's becoming an in d iv id u a l man. Je su s  C h r i s t 's  a s s e r t io n  th a t  h e . i s  th e  Son 
o f God i s  fo o lish n e s s  to  our rea so n . To our reaso n , God's e x is te n c e  in  tim e as 
an in d iv id u a l  man i s  a s e l f - c o n t r a d i c t i o n . [2 ] I t  i s  im p o ss ib le  w ith in  the  
s t r u c tu r e  o f the  lo g ic  o f our re a so n  th a t  th e  E te rn a l i s  i n  our tim e; God i s  
God and man i s  man; th e re  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  of th e  God-man. So th e  e x is te n c e  
o f th e  God-man in  tim e and h is to r y  i s  regarded  as a l o g i c a l - c o n t r a d ic t io n . [33
However, fo r  K ierk eg aard , even though i t  i s  a lo g ic a l  c o n t ra d ic t io n  and 
ab su rd , th e re  i s  th e  f a c t  th a t  God became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be the  R evea ler 
and th e  Redeemer. When K ierkegaard  c a l l s  th i s  f a c t  th e  A bsolute Paradox, h is  
in t e n t io n  i s  not to  deny th e  r e a l i t y  and the  a c tu a l i ty  o f  t h i s  f a c t  in  tim e and 
h is to r y ,  b u t to  emphasize the  r e a l i t y  o f t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t . [4]
1. Cf. Louis Mackey, K ie rk eg aa rd : A Kind ^  Poet (P h ila d e lp h ia :
U n iv e rs ity  o f P ennsy lvan ia  P re s s , 1971)» p . 197: "As a g a in s t  th e
s p e c u la t iv e  p ro je c t  th a t  would re c o n c ile  f a i t h  w ith  a b s o lu te  knowledge, 
Climacus o f f e r s  a d i a l e c t i c i a n 's  in t r e p id  d e f in i t i o n  o f th e  A bsolute 
Paradox which cannot be g rasped  by p h ilo so p h ic  re a s o n ."
2 . For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Paradox? see  R obert 
E. L a rse n ," K ie rk e g a a rd 's  A bsolu te  P arad o x ,"The Jo u rn a l o f R e lig io n . XLII 
(1962 ), p .36: "The Paradox s t a t e s  th a t  God i s  bo th  a b s o lu te ly  o th e r  th a n
man and no t a b s o lu te ly  o th e r  th an  man. We have what c e r ta in ly  looks l i k e  
a lo g ic a l  c o n t ra d ic t io n :  a compound s ta tem en t of th e  form jS. i s .  £. and g. i s
not 2 ; God i s  a b so lu te ly : o th e r  and i s  not a b s o lu te ly  o th e r ."  See a lso  
J.Heywood Thomas.S u b je c t iv i ty  and Paradox, p p .120-122. Heywood Thomas 
a s s e r t s  th a t  th e re  i s  no b a s is  " fo r  say ing  th a t  th e  A bsolute Paradox i s  
riot a c o n tra d ic t io n "  ( p . 120). His co n c lu sio n  i s  th a t  no th ing  " r e f u te s  th e  
a s s e r t io n  th a t  lo g ic a l ly  speak ing  th e  Paradox i s  a c o n t ra d ic t io n " ( p. 122). 
In  t h i s  sen se , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  say th a t  " th e  paradox o f C h r is t i a n i ty  
(and th i s  i s  th e  Paradox K ierkegaard  s t r e s s e s )  i s  a p a ra d o x ic a li ty  of 
i n t e r e s t s  and v a lu e s ."  (E .D .K lem ke ,"L og ica lity  v e rsu s  A -L o g ica lity  i n  th e  
C h r is t ia n  F a i t h ." Jo u rn a l û£. R e lig io n . XXXVIII (1958), p .109). For the  
A bsolute Paradox f i r s t  o f a l l  co n fro n ts  human rea so n , a s  Climacus 
em phasizes in  P h ilo so p h ic a l Fragm ents and P o s t s c r ip t .
3 . According to  th e  s ta n d a rd  o f our reaso n , th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e  
betw een th e  A bsolu te  Paradox and th e  lo g ic a l  c o n t r a d ic t io n  of th e  diagram  
c a l le d  the  " sq u a re  of o p p o s itio n "  by t r a d i t i o n a l  lo g ic ia n s .  R eason 's  
r e j e c t i o n  o f th e  A bsolute Paradox i s  based on Reason’ s reaso n in g  th a t  the  
co n te n t o f r e v e la t io n  which i s  a s s e r te d  in  th e  S c r ip tu re  i s  th e  
lo g ic a l - c o n t r a d ic t io n  l i k e  th e  "sq u a re  o f o p p o s itio n "  o r "sheep-m an." 
However, fo r  K ierk eg aard , th e re  i s  a d if f e re n c e  between th e  " sq u a re  o f 
o p p o s itio n "  o r "sheep-m an" and th e  A bsolute Paradox. K ierkegaard  makes i t  
c le a r  th a t: th e  A bsolu te Paradox i s  a s p e c ia l  k ind  o f Paradox. T his i s  th e  
rea so n  why, fo r  K ierk eg aard , one has to  accep t th e  A bsolute Paradox, even 
though i t  i s  a lo g ic a l - c o n t r a d ic t io n .
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Kierkegaard's a sser tio n  i s  not that we should not b e lieve  th is  fa c t ,  
because i t  i s  a lo g ica l-co n tra d ic tio n  and absurd according to the standard of 
our reason, but that even though i t  i s  a lo g ic a l contrad iction  and absurd from 
the view -point of our reason, one must b elieve  that the Incarnation took place 
in  time and h istory  i f  one wants to be a C h ristian .[53 This fa c t [the  
Incarnation3 cannot be understood and cannot be accepted by our reason. I f  one 
can accept i t ,  comprehend i t ,  and explain i t  by one's reason, there i s  no need 
to  b elieve  i t ,  for one can know i t .  But "the God-man i s  the paradox, abso lu tely  
the Paradox; hence i t  i s  q u ite  c lear that the understanding must come to a 
s ta n d -s t i l l  before i t " (TO, p , 8 5 ) . To human reason the content of rev e la tio n  i s  
not rational nor coherent in  any sense of the word.[63 In r e la t io n  to the 
rev e la tio n , the only thing which we have to do i s  to abandon the attempt to 
apply the lo g ic  of our reason to i t . [73 Of course, " it  i s  equally d i f f ic u l t  for
4 . Of. H .R .M ackin tosh .O P . c i t . , p .234; "Thus th e  person  o f Je su s
C h r is t  i s  a lo g ic a l ly  p re p o s te ro u s  e n t i ty  a g a in s t  w hich, in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
v iv id  p h rase  'r e a s o n  b e a ts  i t s  brow t i l l  th e  b lood  com es.' Yet th e
a b s u rd ity  i s  f a c t , and w ith  i t  th e  Gospel s ta n d s  o r f a l l s . "  (my em phasis) 
See a lso  Edward John C a r n e l l . o p . c i t . , p .83: "God became man: t h i s  i s  th e
A bsolute Paradox. Such an awesome even t sim ply could  no t happen; y e t  
w hat could not happen d id  happen. Thus th e  un iqueness o f C h r is t i a n i ty  
tu rn s  on what was n e i th e r  a n t ic ip a te d  b e fo re  i t  took  p la c e , nor unders to o d  
a f t e r  i t  d id . The In c a rn a t io n  i s  a  s h a t te r in g  m y s te ry ."
5 . Cf. CUP, p . 191: " C h r is t ia n i ty  has d e c la re d  i t s e l f  to  be th e
e te r n a l  e s s e n t i a l  t r u th  which has come in to  being  in  tim e. I t  has
procla im ed i t s e l f  as th e  paradox and i t  has re q u ire d  o f th e  in d iv id u a l  th e  
inw ardness o f f a i t h  in  r e l a t i o n  to  th a t  which stam ps i t s e l f  as an o ffe n se
to  the  Jews and a f o l l y  to  th e  Greeks ----  and an a b s u rd ity  to  th e
u n d e rs ta n d in g ."  See a ls o  Paul Edw ards.o p ^ c i t . . p .92: "The c o n t ra d ic t io n
th a t  God has e x is te d  in  human form i s  from a r a t i o n a l  p o in t  o f view q u i te  
ab su rd , b u t i t  i s  p r e c is e ly  such an a b su rd ity  t h a t  th e  tru e  C h r is t ia n  must 
b e l ie v e , . . .  C h r is t i a n i ty  r e q u ire s  of i t s  a d h e re n ts  f a i t h  i n  som ething 
th a t  i s  an o ffe n se  to  th e  Jews and a f o l l y  to  th e  G reeks."  See ag a in  
Howard A lb ert Johnson,"T he D eity  i n  Time: An In tro d u c t io n  to
K ie rk e g a a rd ,"Theology Todav. I  (1945 ), p .530: "A theophany, t h a t  I  could
u n d e rs tan d . A d o c e t ic  ap p ea ran ce , even th a t ,  perhaps I  could a c c e p t. But 
i f  you t e l l  th a t  th e  D eity  has appeared  i n  tim e in  f le s h  and b lood , I  w i l l  
t e l l  you th a t  you a re  ta lk in g  nonsense. T his i s  more th an  p a ra d o x ic a l.  
T his i s  ab su rd . To th i s  th e  C h r is t ia n  a s s e n ts .  Indeed i t  i s  ab su rd , and 
y e t  ' t h e  fo o lis h n e s s  o f God i s  w ise r  . th an  m a n .'"  See a ls o  J.Heywood 
Thomas, S u b je c t iv i ty  and P aradox , pp .1 2 8 f: "Because i t  i s  Paradox th a t  we
have h e re  we a re  co n fro n te d  w ith  som ething we cannot u n d ers tan d , som ething 
we must a c c e p t ."
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every man to  r e l in q u is h  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  and h is  th in k in g , and to  keep h i s  sou l 
f ix e d  upon th e  a b s u rd " (CUP, p .4 9 5 ). However, only  a f t e r  g iv in g  up our 
u n d ers tan d in g  can we say th a t  we b e l ie v e  in  God’s r e v e la t io n .  U nless we abandon 
th e  a ttem p t to  apply  th e  lo g ic  o f our rea so n  to  r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  can be no 
f a i t h .  I t  i s  t r u e ,  o f c o u rse , th a t  rea so n  can perform  a n e g a tiv e  r o le  to  c le a r
th e  way fo r  f a i t h .  That i s  to  say , our reaso n  reco g n izes  th a t  here  i s  a  human
perso n  who says th a t  he i s  God. However, in  th i s  r e c o g n i t io n  our re a so n  a s s e r t s  
th a t  God becoming an in d iv id u a l  man i s  a b s u rd .[8] Reason cannot a c c e p t t h i s  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t . [9 ] However, w ith o u t t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  th e re  i s  no a b s u rd ity  
i n  th e  r e a l  sense  of th e  w ord .[10] As Climacus sa y s , r e a s o n 's  a s s e r t io n  th a t
r e v e la t io n  i s  ab su rd , i s  a r e f l e c t i o n  o f th e  r e a l i t y  and a c t u a l i t y  of
r e v e la t io n :
"W hile th e re fo re  th e  e x p re ss io n s  in  which o ffe n se  p roc la im s i t s e l f ,  o f 
w hatever k ind  they may b e , sound as  i f  they came from e lsew here , even from
6 . Cf. Paul E dw ards,"K ierkegaard  and th e  'T r u th ' o f 
C h r i s t i a n i t y . " P h ilo so p h y , XLVI (1 9 7 1 ), p .91: " In  f a c t  r e l ig io u s  d o c tr in e s
a re  'a b s u r d , '  'im p o s s ib le , ' 'in c o n c e iv a b le ' ------  i . e . ,  i f  we fo llow ed
re a so n  we would have to  r e j e c t  them and no t m erely suspend judgm ent or 
a r r iv e  a t  a t e n ta t i v e  endorsem en t,"  See a ls o  Kai E .J o rd t  Jo e rg e n se n ,"K a rl 
B arth  in  th e  L ig h t o f Danish Theology, "L u th eran  Dliurch Q u a r te r ly , VI 
(1931 ), p .177: "The o ffe n se  must come because th e  Son of God who became
man and who was c r u c i f ie d  i s  a Paradox fo r  human th o u g h t."
7* Cf. CUP, p .337: " . . .  f a i t h  re q u ir e s  a man to  g iv e  up h is
re a so n ."  See a ls o  CUP, p . 159: " In  my G o d -re la t io n s h ip  I  have to  le a r n  
p r e c is e ly  to  g iv e  up my f i n i t e  u n d e rs tan d in g , and th e re w ith  th e  custom o f 
d is c r im in a t io n  which i s  n a tu ra l  to  m e . . . . "  I  s h a l l  no t develop th i s  theme 
in  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f K ierkegaard . I  s h a l l  sim ply say th a t  th e  
su sp en sio n  o f rea so n  i s  fo r  K ierkegaard  r e la te d  to  th e  su sp en sio n  of 
e th ic s ,  which i s  understood  in  H egelian  and K an tian  term s a u n iv e rs a l  
d u ty . For f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  o f th e  problem of th e  r e l a t i o n  between th e  
su sp en sio n  o f rea so n  and th e  su sp en sio n  o f e th ic s ,  se e  Gwilyin
0 .G r if f i th ," K ie rk e g a a rd  on F a i t h , "Ihê. H ib b ert J o u r n a l . XLII (1 9 4 3 -4 4 ),
p p .58- 63 .
8 . Cf. PE, p .59: "The Reason w i l l  d o u b tle s s  f in d  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le
to  conceive i t ,  cou ld  no t o f i t s e l f  have d isco v ered  i t ,  and when i t  h e a rs
i t  announced w i l l  ho t a b le  to  u n d ers tan d  i t ,  sen s in g  m erely t h a t  i t s
dow nfall i s  th re a te n e d ."  See a ls o  N .H .S o e ,"K ie rk eg aa rd 's  d o c tr in e  o f th e  
P aradox ,"  p .209: "K ierkegaard  i n  f a c t  a s s e r t s  th a t  th e  concept o f ' t h e
ab su rd ' i s  th e  'n e g a t iv e  c r i t e r i o n  of th a t  which i s  h ig h e r th an  human
reaso n  and human know ledge.' The ta sk  o f rea so n  i s  to  dem onstra te  th a t
such i s  th e  case  ----  'and  th e n  to  le av e  i t  to  each in d iv id u a l  to  d ec id e
w hether he w i l l  b e l ie v e  i t  o r n o t ' ( P a o i r e r , X6 B80) . "
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th e  o p p o s ite  d i r e c t io n ,  they  a re  n e v e r th e le s s  eohoings £>£_ th e  P aradox. 
T his i s  what i s  c a l le d  an a c o u s tic  i l l u s i o n  . . .  th e  o ffended  
co n sc io u sn ess  can be tak en  as an in d i r e c t  p roo f o f th e  v a l id i t y  o f th e  
Paradox; o ffe n se  i s  th e  m istak en  reck o n in g , th e  in v a l id  consequence, w ith  
which th e  Paradox r e p e ls  and th r u s t s  a s id e . The offended  in d iv id u a l  does 
riot speak from h is  own re s o u rc e s ,  b u t borrows th o se  of th e  Paradox; j u s t  
as  one who mimics o r p a ro d ie s  a n o th e r does not in v e n t,  b u t m erely c o p ie s  
p e rv e rs e lv " ( PF. p .6 3 ) .
T h e re fo re , r e a s o n 's  r e a c t io n  to  r e v e la t io n  i s  a p e rv e r te d  r e f l e c t i o n  o f th e
e x is te n c e  of r e v e la t io n .  T his means th a t  o ffen se  e x p re sse s  th e  a c t u a l i t y  o f
r e v e la t io n  which took  p la ce  i n  tim e and h is to r y .  A ccord ing ly , to  b e l ie v e  th e
r e v e la t io n  i s  to  b e l ie v e  th e  th in g  which reaso n  abandons w ith  th e  a s s e r t io n  th a t
i t  i s  ab su rd . As we have s a id ,  th e  c o n te n t of f a i t h  was th e re  b e fo re  our f a i t h
and was r e je c te d  by our r e a s o n .[1 ] Hence th e  man who b e l ie v e s  th e  A bsolu te
Paradox as G od 's r e v e la t io n  does no t re g a rd  i t  as ab su rd . K ierkegaard , i n  one
o f h is  Jo u rn a l e n t r i e s ,  say s :
9. However, t h i s  im p o s s ib i l i ty ,  even though i t  i s  a u n iv e rs a l  one, 
cannot be reg ard ed  as a r ig h t  one. In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  I  ag ree  w ith  John 
W .Elrod th a t  i t  must be reg a rd ed  as an e g o i s t ic  rea so n in g  o r e g o i s t ic  
r a t i o n a l i t y :  "When human rea so n in g  f a l l s  so com plete ly  under th e  sway o f
ego tism , i t  i s  u n reaso n ab le  to  expec t th a t  i t  w i l l  develop  p o l i t i c a l l y  and 
r e l ig io u s ly  in  a n o n -e g o is t ic  manner. K ie rk e g a a rd 's  purpose in  
c r i t i c i z i n g  the  g l o r i f i c a t i o n  o f reaso n  in  s c ie n c e , ph ilosophy  and 
p o l i t i c s  was no t to  g lo r i f y  an untrammeled s u b je c t iv i ty  so much as i t  was 
to  co u n te r p o le m ica lly  th e  r i s e  o f an e g o is t ic  r a t i o n a l i t y  in  th e se  
d im ensions of th e  modern s t a t e .  T ra in in g  j j i  C h r is t i a n i ty  i s  e s p e c ia l ly  
c r u c ia l  in  t h i s  r e s p e c t ;  nowhere e ls e  does K ierkegaard  more p e r s i s t e n t ly  
a t ta c k  _the e g o i s t ic  c h a ra c te r  siL  th e o lo g ic a l  rea so n in g  in
n in e te e n th -c e n tu ry  Denmark." C K ierkegaard  and Christendom  (P r in c e to n : 
P r in c e to n  U n iv e rs ity  P re s s , 1981), p p .2 0 4 ff . my em phasis). See a ls o
Harry S. B ro u d y ,"K ie rk e g aa rd 's  le v e ls  o f E x is te n c e ," P hilosophy and 
Phenom enological R esearch . I  (19 4 0 -4 1 ), p .309: "Can we go beyond
S o c ra te s?  T his acco rd in g  to  K ierkegaard  i s  th e  d e c is iv e  q u e s tio n  fo r  
C h r i s t i a n i ty .  K ierkegaard  r a i s e s  t h i s  problem i n  th e  Brocken and
concludes th a t  to  go beyond S o c ra te s ,  we must derqr th e  s e l f - s u f f ic i e n c v  of 
man -----  t r u th  must come to  him from above."
10. T h e re fo re , as  we have m entioned, th e  A bsolu te Paradox i s  th e  
A bsolute Paradox because o f i t s  h i s t o r i c i t y .  Cf. Pap i r e r , V II 2B66: 
"The f a c t  th a t  God re v e a le d  H im self in  s u f fe r in g  c o n s t i tu te s  th e  P aradox ."  
c i te d  in  N .H .S o e ." C h r is t ." T h eo lo g ica l Concents in  K ie rk eg a a rd , p .62 . Per 
Loenning a ls o  p o in ts  ou t th a t :  " A fte r  a l l ,  h is  [K ie rk e g a a rd 's ]  paradox 
canno t be reduced to  som ething m erely  p sy c h o lo g ic a l; th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  
a s  such i s  a c o n s t i tu t i v e  p a r t  of i t .  I f  the  c r u c ia l  p o in t was no t an 
h i s t o r i c a l  ev en t, . . .  th e n  th e  m a tte r  would no t be a 'p a ra d o x ' acco rd in g  
to  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  te rm in o lo g y "(Dilemma of Contemporary Theology, p .7 7 ) .
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"When th e  b e l ie v e r  h a s , f a i t h ,  th e  Absurd i s  no t th e  Absurd — -F a i th
tran sfo rm s  i t . " [2 ]
"When I  b e l ie v e  t h i s  o r th a t  by v i r tu e  of th e  f a c t  th a t  fo r  God a l l  
th in g s  a re  p o s s ib le ,  where then  i s  th e  Absurd? The Absurd i s  th e  n eg a tiv e  
d e te rm in a tio n  which se c u re s  th a t  I  had not overlooked  one or an o th e r
p o s s i b i l i t y  which s t i l l  lay  w ith in  the  compass o f th e  p u re ly  human. The
Absurd i s  th e  e x p re s s io n  o f d e s p a ir :  humanly i t  i s  im p o ss ib le ." [ 3 ]
According to  th e se  e n t r i e s  th e  a b s u rd ity  of th e  r e v e la t io n a l  f a c t  w i l l  be
removed fo r  th e  man who b e l ie v e s  i t  to  be G od's r e v e la t io n .  According to
K ierkegaard , th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  i s  no t an a b s u rd ity ; on th e  c o n tra ry , i t  i s
th e  only th in g  one must b e l ie v e  to  be saved . In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  i t  i s  w orthw hile
to  q u o te  Benjam in D a is e 's  c o n s id e ra tio n :
"From C lim acus' i n i t i a l l y ,  pagan p o in t o f view th e  Paradox ap p ea rs
a b s o lu te . But we need no t suppose th a t  because of th a t  th e  Paradox i s
a b so lu te  from a l l  p e r s p e c t iv e s  o r even th a t  i t  i s  a Paradox from a l l
p e rs p e c t iv e s .  Thus what ap p ea rs  to  be p u re ly  i r r a t i o n a l ,  i . e . ,  a b s o lu te ly
p a ra d o x ic a l,  ap p ea rs  so from a c e r t a in  p e rs p e c t iv e , namely, id e a lis m . And
what lOoks l i k e  i r r a t io n a l i s m  in  K ierkegaard  i s  seen  to  be a n t i - id e a l i s m  
—  once the Paradox i s  understood  as a P arad o x ." [4 ]
1. Cf. P erry  D .L e fe v re ,The P ray ers  SiL K ierkegaard  (C hicago: The
U n iv e rs ity  o f Chicago P re s s , 1956), p .l6 6 : " F a ith  i s  th e  b e l i e f  th a t  th e
absurd  [ In c a rn a t io n ]  has r e a l l y  happened.................   We a l l  have th e  same
o p p o rtu n ity ; we a re  a l l  p re se n te d  w ith  th e  same a b s u rd ity ,  th e  same 
o f fe n s e , and we must a l l  d e c id e ."  See a ls o  Kai E .J o rd t  Jo e rg e n se n ,o n .c i t . . 
p .178: "The P ass io n  o f F a ith  w i l l  a p p ro p r ia te  what rea so n  r e j e c t s . "
2 . .SKsIE, I ,  10
3 . P a p i r e r , X6 B7 8 , c i te d  in  C .F a b ro ," F a ith  and Reason in  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  D ia l e c t i c ,"  p . 182. See a lso  P erry  D .L e fe v re .o n .c i t . . p . 186: 
"Thought r e j e c t s  i t  [ th e  A bsolu te  Paradox]; i t  i s  a sc a n d a l, an o ffe n se  
to  th e  o rd in a ry  mind and to  th e  s p e c u la tiv e  mind a l ik e  u n t i l  one r e a l i z e s  
th a t  he i s  a s in n e r  b e fo re  God and th a t  he needs th e  fo rg iv e n e ss  o f fe re d  
by C h r is t .  Then he b e l ie v e s  t h a t  what the  Paradox a s s e r t s  i s  t r u e ,  and he 
b e l ie v e s  i t  w ith  h is  whole b e in g , no t j u s t  w ith  h is  m ind." In  r e l a t i o n  to  
th e  e n try  which I  have j u s t  quo ted  above, Fabro say s:
"The o b je c t o f f a i t h  i s  th e  absu rd , th e  Paradox, which i s  th e  
in e v i ta b le  cauSe o f s c a n d a l, bu t only fo r  whoever see s  t h i s  o b je c t 
from th e  o u ts id e , i . e . ,  f o r  him who has no f a i t h  . . . .  [B ut] f o r  th e  
b e l ie v e r ,  fo r  th e  man o f f a i t h ,  t h i s  o b je c t  i s  n e i th e r  ab su rd , nor 
p a ra d o x ic a l: by v i r tu e  o f f a i t h  h is  c r i t e r i o n  i s  God, fo r  whom a l l
th in g s  a re  p o s s ib le ;  i n  th e  l i g h t  of f a i t h  he see s  th a t  t h i s  ab su rd , 
f a r  from being  a c o n t r a d ic t io n ,  i s  th e  one t r u th  which saves 
. . . " ( p .1 7 9 ) .
4 . Benjam in D a ise ,"K ie rk eg aa rd  and th e  A bsolu te P arad o x ."Jo u rn a l o f History oL Philosophy, XIV (1 9 7 6 ), pp.67- 68.
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That i s  to  say , when Climacus c a l l s  r e v e la t io n  Paradox, he see s  i t  from th e  
p e rs p e c t iv e  of Id ea lism . T h e re fo re , from th e  p e rs p e c tiv e  o f Id ea lism  to  b e l ie v e  
th a t  h i s to r i c a l  r e v e la t io n  i s  to  b e l ie v e  th e  A bsolute Paradox. But f o r  th e  
b e l ie v e r ,  i t  i s  not to  b e lie v e  th e  A bsolu te P arad o x .[1]
However, to  b e lie v e  th e  th in g  which was r e je c te d  b e fo re  ( th e  A bsolute
P aradox), i t  seems to  me, does not mean th a t  now one can reg a rd  th e  c o n te n t of
r e v e la t io n  as r a t i o n a l .  In  f a c t ,  t h i s  problem (o f  w hether th e  o b je c t o f - f a i t h
can be regarded  as r a t i o n a l  or not) i s  a much d isc u sse d  problem  in
K ie rk e g a a rd - in te rp re ta t io n .  There a re  some s c h o la rs  who th in k  th a t  fo r
K ierkegaard  th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  (w hat i s  rev ea led  i n  tim e and h is to ry )  i s ,  fo r
th e  b e l ie v e r ,  a r a t io n a l  or i n t e l l i g i b l e  one. The person  who a s s e r t s  t h i s  view
most s tro n g ly  i s  A la s ta i r  McKinnon. His main th e s i s  i s  th a t  K ierkegaard  i s  not
an i r r a t i o n a l i s t  in  any sense  o f th e  word. He says:
" . . .  th e  r e a l  K ierkegaard  assumes th a t  the  b e l ie v e r ,  he who has come to  
b e l ie v e ,  can and does r e v is e  h is  concep ts  so th a t  c laim s which once seemed 
c o n tra d ic to ry .n o  lo n g e r seem to  be so , . . .  He assumes th a t  f a i t h
p ro v id es  a b a s is  fo r  th e  r e v is io n  of our co ncep ts  and, in  contem porary 
te rm s, re n d e rs  our c la im s co n c e p tu a lly  i n t e l l i g i b l e  . . .  th e  r e a l
K ierkegaard  conceived bo th  C h r is t i a n i ty  and th e  l i f e  o f b e l i e f  as in
p r in c ip le  lo g ic a l lv  co h e re n t . . . .  He knew th a t  i t  was p o s s ib le  to  ach iev e  
co h eren t b e l i e f , and th a t  i s  p re c is e ly  why he was p repared  to  la v is h  such 
e x q u is i te  ca re  upon an a u th o rsh ip  concerned m ainly to  d e sc r ib e  and le ad  
h is  re a d e r  to  t h i s  s t a t e . " [2 ]
According to  McKinnon, fo r  th e  b e l ie v e r ,  r e v e la t io n  and C h r is t i a n i ty  a re  not
lo g ic a l  c o n t ra d ic t io n s ,  b u t a re  in  f a c t  p e r f e c t ly  co h eren t and i n t e l l i g i b l e . [33
In  a sen se , McKinnon has a good in s ig h t  in to  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  in t e n t io n  in  u sing
1. According to  Per Loenning, T o rs ten  B o h lin  a ls o  in te r p r e te d  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Paradox in  t h i s  way: "According to  B o h lin  th e  paradox does
no t have i t s  source  in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  p e rso n a l f a i t h ,  b u t in  th e  
'H e le n is t ic - S o c r a t ic  d i s t i n c t i o n  between tim e and e t e r n i ty ,  presuming 
th e se  to  be of i n f i n i t e l y  d i f f e r e n t  q u a l i t i e s ,  which has in  h is  
[K ie rk e g a a rd 's ]  th in k in g  e s ta b l is h e d  an a l l i a n c e  w ith  A g u stin e 's  d o c tr in e  
o f human n a tu re  as being  t o t a l l y  c o rru p te d  by s in "  (P er Loenning,JEhg. 
Dilemma gf. Cgjitgmpprary .Tlie.ol.ogy, p .8 9 ) .
2 . A la s ta i r  M cK innon,"B arth 's R e la tio n  to  K ie rk eg aa rd ,"  p .34 , my 
em phasis.
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pseudonyms in  h is  a u th o rsh ip . However, in  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s i s ,  i t  i s  no t c le a r  
w hether K ierkegaard  re g a rd s  th e  c o n te n t of r e v e la t io n  or th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  as 
p e r f e c t ly  co h eren t and i n t e l l i g i b l e .
The a ttem p t to  answer t h i s  q u e s t io n  as to  w hether K ierkegaard  re g a rd s  th e  
o b je c t  o f f a i t h  as lo g i c a l ly  co h e re n t and p e r f e c t ly  i n t e l l i g i b l e ,  i s  c lo s e ly  
r e la te d  to  th e  problem of K ie rk eg a a rd ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f reaso n . I f  th e re  i s  
any h in t  o f th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f a change i n  th e  ro le  o f rea so n  in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
w r i t in g s ,  we can g iv e  our a s s e n t  to  McKinnon's i n t e r p r e t a t i o n . [4 ] In  a  sen se , 
K ierkegaard  has to  say th a t  th e re  i s  a change in  th e  r o le  of our rea so n , fo r  he 
speaks of th e  New B ir th  which im p lie s  th e  q u a l i t a t i v e  change o f man, th e  s in n e r .  
However, when we examine K ie rk e g a a rd 's  w r i t in g s ,  i t  i s  hard  to  conclude th a t  he 
su g g e s ts  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  a change in  th e  ro le  of our rea so n . A ccording to  
K ierk eg aard , even to  th e  man who has f a i t h ,  th e  c o n te n t o f r e v e la t io n  i s  no t a 
r a t i o n a l  one; even though we a cc ep t th e  A bsolute Paradox, i t  cannot accord  w ith  
our r e a s o n .[ 5] That i s  to  say , even though we a c c e p t or b e l ie v e  in  G od 's 
r e v e la t io n ,  we cannot comprehend i t .  In  t h i s  se n se , r e v e la t io n  i s  no t r a t i o n a l  
even to  th e  b e l ie v e r .  For i f  we can comprehend G od 's r e v e la t io n ,  th en  th e re  i s
3 . McKinnon c o n s id e rs  t h i s  i n  d e t a i l  in  h is  "K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Paradox 
and I r r a t i o n a l i s m ." Jo u rn a l s L  E x i s t e n t i a l i sm, XXVII (1967), p p .401-16; 
"B e liev in g  th e  P aradoks; A C o n tra d ic tio n  in  K ierkegaard?" H arvard 
T h eo lo g ica l Aevlew, LXI (1968 ), p p .633-636; " K ie rk e g a a rd 's  I r r a t io n a l i s m  
R e v is i te d ." I n te r n a t io n a l  P h ilo so p h ic a l Q u a r te r ly , IX (1969 ), p p .165-176.
4 . For o th e r  s c h o la r s  who, l i k e  McKinnon, t r y  to  i n t e r p r e t  
K ierkegaard  in  t h i s  way, c f ,  C .F a b ro ,"F a ith  and Reason in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
D ia le c t i c ,"  p p .156-206; Benjam in D a ise ,"K ie rk eg aa rd  and th e  A bsolu te 
P aradox ,"  p p .67- 6 8 ; L ouis P .P o jm an ,"K ierkegaard  on J u s t i f i c a t i o n  of 
B e l i e f . " I n te r n a t io n a l  Jo u rn a l o f Philosophv SiL R e lig io n . V III  (1977 ), 
p p .75-93; James C o l l in s ," F a i th  and R e fle c tio n , i n  K ie rk e g a a rd ." The Jo u rn a l 
o f R e lig io n . XXXVII (1 9 5 7 ), p p .10-19.
5 . However, as we s h a l l  s e e , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  conclude th a t  fo r  
K ierkegaard  th e re  i s  no d if f e re n c e  between th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  in  th e  
C h r is t ia n  sense  and o th e r  lo g ic a l  c o n t ra d ic t io n s ,  a s  do G .S ch u fre id e r  and 
R .Popkin. Cf. Gregory S c h u fre id e r ,"K ie rk e g a a rd  on B e l ie f  w ith o u t 
J u s t i f i c a t i o n ,  "lnt.srJTatI.gJiaI J e u rn a l si£. P h ilosophy siL  R e lig io n , X II 
( I 98I ) ,  p p .149-164; R ichard  H .P opk in ,"K ierkegaard  and S c e p tic ism ,"  in  
K ierkegaard : A C o lle c t io n  j^f. C r i t i c a l  E ssav s, e d . , J o s ia h  Thompson (New
York: Doubleday and C o., 1972), p p .342-372.
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no need to  b e lie v e  i t .  Hpwever, t h i s  does not mean th a t  th e re  i s  no n o t i t i a  in  
our f a i t h . [1] W ithout th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  or th e  c o n te n t of r e v e la t io n ,  th e re  i s  
no f a i t h .  This co n ten t o f r e v e la t io n  was th e re  in  tim e and h is to r y  b e fo re  our 
f a i t h ;  and we have re fu se d  to  a cc ep t and to  b e lie v e  i t  b e fo re . The c o n te n t of 
r e v e la t io n  or th e  o b je c t o f f a i t h  i s  no t g iv en  a t  f i r s t  when we b e l ie v e .
T h ere fo re , in  th e  broad sense  of th e  word 'know ,' we can say th a t  we know
th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  o r th e  co n ten t of r e v e la t io n ,  fo r  i t  i s  in  tim e and h is to r y .
But t h i s  knowledge i s  no t c a l le d  'know ledge' ( i n  th e  r e s t r i c t e d  sen se  o f th e
word ------  'r a t i o n a l  knowledge' which i s  comprehended by reason) by K ierkegaard .
For K ierkegaard , what i s  c a l le d  'know ledge ' ( i n  th e  r e s t r i c t e d  sense  o f th e
word) or what i s  known by rea so n , i s  what i s  comprehended by reaso n . Thus only 
r a t i o n a l  th in g s  can be known by reaso n . But th i s  does no t mean th a t  th e re  i s  no 
such th in g  as h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge. As we have m entioned, w ith o u t h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t s  and th e re fo re  w ith o u t h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge, th e re  i s  no f a i t h  a t  a l l .  
However, in  the  realm  of h i s to r y ,  fo r  K ierkegaard , i t  i s  not enough to  have
knowledge ( i n  th e  broad sense o f th e  word ----  i n  t h i s  case 'h i s t o r i c a l
k n o w led g e '). I t  i s  n ecessa ry  to  g iv e  a s s e n t to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge. 
Hence, in  the  realm  of h is to r y ,  two d i f f e r e n t  th in g s  a re  n ece ssa ry : (1)
h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge and (2) g iv in g  a s s e n t  to  i t .  I t  i s  not enough to  know what 
ta k es  p la c e . M oreover, f a i t h  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  sense i s  a ls o  not l i k e  f a i t h  in  
o rd in a ry  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s .  In  f a i t h  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  sense  of th e  word, th e re
1, Cf. M arie M ikulova T h u ls tru p ," S tu d ie s  o f P i e t i s t s ,  M ystics and 
Church F a th e rs ,"  i n  K ie rk eg aa rd ' s  View .of. C h r i s t i a n i t y , p .60: "SK
[K ierk eg aa rd ] went through a r ip e n in g  p ro cess  concern ing  th e  deepening and 
c l a r i f i c a t i o n  o f th e  p r in c ip a l  i n t e r e s t  which b ea rs  th e  whole of h is  
au th o rsh ip : what i s  C h r is t i a n i ty ?  Even though th e  q u e s tio n  was no t posed 
n o e t ic a l ly  by SK, b u t e x i s t e n t i a l l y ,  w ith  reg a rd  to  c a rry in g  i t  out in  
l i f e  as a double q u e s tio n  (What is . to  become a C h r is tia n ?  and What i s  i t  
to  be a C h r i s t i a n ? ) , i t  co n ta in ed  a n o e tic  elem ent a l l  th e  same, which was 
e n ta i le d ,  so to  speak, s e c o n d a r i ly . I t  could no t have been o th e rw ise , 
s in c e  SK d e c la re d  h is  own s u b je c t iv e  (and th e re fo re ,  acco rd in g  to  h is  own 
p r in c ip le s ,  tru e )  c o n ce p tio n  to  be g e n e ra lly  v a l id ,"
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a re  th re e  th in g s  which a re  needed. F i r s t ,  one has to  come a c ro s s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t  o f r e v e la t io n ;  That i s  to  say , one has to  have an h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge of 
th e  even t of r e v e la t io n  which was i n  tim e and h i s to r y .  However, knowledge o f a 
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  no t f a i t h  aJL a l l , y e t a lone 'n o t  f a i t h  in  th e  C h r is t ia n  
s e n s e '.  Secondly; one has to  g iv e  o n e 's  a s s e n t to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  But in  
th e  case  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  o r th e  f a c t  of r e v e la t io n ,  i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  fo r  
anyone to  g iv e  a s s e n t  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  by h im se lf , fo r  man has l o s t  th e  
c o n d itio n  fo r  a c c e p tin g  th e  r e v e la t io n  ( f o r  man i s  in  s i n ) .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  
t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from any o th e r  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  to  which we can 
g iv e  a s s e n t ,  by o u rse lv e s . In  o rd e r to  g iv e  o n e 's  a s s e n t  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t ,  one has to  be changed by God. There i s  s t i l l  a th i r d  c o n d itio n  fo r  being  
a C h r is t ia n .  The th i r d  c o n d itio n  which i s  needed fo r  f a i t h  to  be f a i t h  in  th e  
C h r is t ia n  sense  i s  to  l i v e  acco rd in g  to  th e  T ru th , o r to  fo llo w  Je su s  C h r is t .E l ]  
In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  th e  d if f e r e n c e  betw een b e l i e f  in  o rd in a ry  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s  and 
b e l i e f  in  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  of r e v e la t io n  i s  c le a r .  In  th e  case o f o rd in a ry  
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s ,  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  have a r e l a t i o n  to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  
w ith o u t c o n s id e rin g  o n e 's  l i f e .  For example, to  b e lie v e  th a t  a s t a r  has come 
in to  e x is te n c e  (on th e  b a s is  of th e  knowledge th a t  a s t a r  i s  th e re )  has no th ing  
to  do w ith  our l i f e .  There i s  no d if f e re n c e  between b e fo re  and a f t e r  b e l ie v in g  
th e  s t a r ' s  having come in to  e x is te n c e . I t  i s  p o s s ib le  to  b e l ie v e  i t  w ith o u t 
changing our way o f l i f e .  But in  th e  case  o f b e l ie v in g  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f 
r e v e la t io n ,  th e  s i t u a t i o n  i s  d i f f e r e n t .  In  th i s  c a se , i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  say 
th a t  we b e lie v e  t h i s  f a c t  w ith o u t l iv in g  acco rd in g  to  th e  t r u th  which the  
r e v e la t io n  teach es  u s; i t  i s  im p o ss ib le  to  say th a t  we b e l ie v e  i t  w ith o u t being  
fo llo w e rs  o f J e su s  C h r i s t . [2 ] In  t h i s  sense  f a i t h ,  i n  th e  C h r is t ia n  sense  of th e  
word, demands not only h i s t o r i c a l  knowledge and g iv in g  a s s e n t  to  i t  (a s  in  th e  
case  of o rd in a ry  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t s ) ,  bu t a ls o  l iv in g  th e  t r u t h ,  or fo llo w in g  
Je su s  C h r is t .  So w ith o u t fo llo w in g  J e su s  C h r is t ,  th e re  i s  no f a i t h . [3 ] What i s
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im p o rtan t h e re  i s  th a t  K ierkegaard  r e l a t e s  fo llo w in g  J e su s  C h r is t  to  th e  
h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  of J e su s : "To be a fo llo w e r means th a t  thy l i f e  has as g r e a t  a
l ik e n e s s  to  H is [ J e su s  C h r i s t 's ]  as  i t  i s  p o s s ib le  fo r  a m an's l i f e  to  have"(TC, 
p .1 0 8 ). W ithout th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f J e su s  in  our tim e and h is to r y ,  th e re  i s  
no 'exam ple ' o r 'p a t t e r n '  to  be fo llo w ed . So th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f Je su s  in  
our tim e and h is to r y  i s  im p o rtan t fo r  K ierkegaard  once a g a in  in  t h i s  r e s p e c t . [4 ] 
In  f a c t ,  th e  co re  of th e  theme of con tem poraneity  w ith  C h r is t  i s  an em phasis 
upon fo llo w in g  J e su s  C h r i s t . [5]
However, fo r  K ierk eg aard , even fo r  th e  man who fo llo w s  Jesu s  C h r is t ,  th e  
c o n te n t of r e v e la t io n  or th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  i s  no t a r a t i o n a l  one, even though 
i t  i s  not regarded  as an a b s u rd ity  and accep ted  as such . This can be r e la te d  to
1. But to  fo llo w  Je su s  C h r is t ,  i n  f a c t ,  i s  no t th e  c o n d itio n  o f f a i t h  
b u t th e  r e s u l t  or e f f e c t  o f f a i t h .  C f .P a p ir e r , X4 A284: "L u ther r ig h t ly
arran g ed  i t  [ f a i t h  and i t s  r e s u l t ]  th u s : C h r is t  i s  g i f t  ----  to  t h i s
co rresponds f a i t h .  B es id e s , He [Je su s  C h r is t]  i s  exam plar -----  to  th i s
co rresponds im ita t io n .  But more a c c u ra te ly  one could  say: 1) im i ta t io n
ten d in g  tow ard a d e c is iv e  a c t io n  by which th e  s i t u a t io n  o r ig in a te s  fo r
becoming a C h r is t ia n ;  2) C h r is t  as  g i f t  -----  f a i t h ;  3) im i ta t io n  a s  f r u i t
o f  f a i t h . "  c i te d  in  L ouis Dupre^o p . c i t . . p .171. However, th e re  i s  no way 
o f see in g  w hether one has f a i t h  o r no t, excep t th e  way o f l i f e  which i s  
th e  fo llo w in g  o f Je su s  C h r is t .  Of co u rse , f a i t h  i s  an inw ardness, b u t i t ,  
acco rd ing  to  K ierkegaard , must be expressed  i n  o n e 's  outward l i f e .  
T h ere fo re , w ith o u t " fo llo w in g "  Je su s  C h r is t  in  o n e 's  outward l i f e ,  th e re  
i s  no f a i t h ;  th e  man who has f a i t h  in  h is  inw ardness must fo llo w  Jesu s  
C h r is t .  Cf. Jeremy W a lk e r,"K ie rk eg a a rd 's  Concept o f
T ru th fu l n e s s . "■Inquiry. X II (196 8 -6 9 ), p .216: "The way o f l i f e  and d ea th
o f th e  m arty r i s  th a t  which e x p re sse s  C h r is t ia n  c h a r i ty ,  Agape. T his way 
o f l i f e  i s  a ls o  th e  e x p re s s io n  fo r  th e  a b s o lu te  commitment c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  
o f f a i t h . "  But i t  i s  no t p o s s ib le  to  say th a t  in  em phasizing th e  fo llo w in g  
o f Jesu s  C h r is t  or Im i ta t io  C h r i s t i , K ierkegaard  i s  c lo s e r  to  Roman 
C a th o lic  th eo lo g y . On th e  c o n tra ry , K ierkegaard  re g a rd s  th e  fo llo w in g  o f 
C h r is t  as th e  g i f t  o f God, as  he th in k s  f a i t h  i s  th e  g i f t  o f God. Cf. 
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  c r i t i c i s m  o f m onasticism  in  CUP, p p .362-370. See a lso  Louis 
D upre ,OP.c i t . . p p .156-181. And a g a in  Louis Mackey,op . c i t . , p .243: " I t  i s
going  too  f a r  to  say th a t  he [K ierk eg aa rd ] was a l a t e n t  C a th o lic , o r th a t  
he m ight have become a C a th o lic  openly had he l iv e d  lo n g e r ."
2 . In  t h i s  sen se , K ierkegaard  em phasizes th a t  " th e  T ruth  c o n s is t s  not 
i n  knowing th e  T ru th , b u t in  being  th e  Truth"(%C, p .2 0 1 ), o r ,  " I t  becomes 
u n tru th  when knowing th e  T ru th  i s  s e p a ra te d  from being  th e  T ru th " (p .2 0 1 ) .  
T h ere fo re , " to  preach  C h r is t i a n i ty  w ith o u t e x is t in g  i n  th e  same c a te g o r ie s  
i s  nonsense and a d e c e p tio n , fo r  i t  f a i l s  to  g iv e  th e  d e c is iv e  e x p re ss io n  
to  what one preaches"(E 5E , p p .36 , 7 8 ) .
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K ie rk e g a a rd 's  a t t i t u d e  to  A p o lo g e tic s [6 ] . A ccording to  K ierk eg aard , to  a ttem p t 
to  defend C h r is t i a n i ty  and G od 's r e v e la t io n  by human re a so n  in  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  
sense  o f A pologetics i s  no t d i f f e r e n t  from r a t i o n a l i z in g  C h r is t i a n i ty  and 
r e v e la t io n .  As we have seen , to  b e l ie v e  r e v e la t io n  i s  to  abandon th e  a ttem p t to  
app ly  th e  lo g ic  o f our rea so n  to  i t  [ r e v e l a t i o n ] .  T h ere fo re , fo r  K ie rk eg aard , 
to  defend C h r is t i a n i ty  by rea so n  i s  to  make C h r is t i a n i ty  p la u s ib le ,  and " to  make 
C h r is t i a n i ty  p la u s ib le  i s  th e  same as to  m is in te r p r e t  if'CAfi., p .5 9 ).
I f  th e re  i s  a way o f w r it in g  A p o logetics  i t  i s  to  make i t  more d i f f i c u l t  to  
be a C h r is t ia n ,  b u t no t more d i f f i c u l t  than  i t  i s [ ? ] .  That i s  to  say , i t  i s  to
3 . The meaning o f fo llo w in g  Je su s  C h r is t  i s  b e s t  d e sc r ib e d  in  
i n  C h r is t i a n i ty  and The Works Love. In  f a c t  th e  t i t l e  o f The
Works of Love i t s e l f  i s  r e la te d  to  f a i t h ,  fo r  i t  i s  tak en  from G al. 5 :6  
in  which f a i t h  and th e  works o f love  a re  c lo se ly  r e la te d :  "For in  Je su s
C h r is t  n e i th e r  c irc u m c is io n  a v a ile d  an y th in g , nor u n c ircu m cisio n ; bu t
f a i t h  which w orketh by lo v e r (K .J .V .) T aylor t r i e s  to  e x p la in  th a t  th e  
Im ita t io n  id e a  and th e  theme of s u f fe r in g  come from K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s l a t e r  
w r it in g s  through a change in  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  th o u g h t, fo llo w in g  V a lte r  
L in d s tro e m .(C f.o p . c i t . . p p .3 3 7 f. n . 137). However, t h i s  a s s e r t io n  cannot 
be s u s ta in e d . For f u r th e r  d is c u s s io n  o f th e  f a c t  th a t  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  
Im ita t io n - id e a  and th e  theme o f s u f fe r in g  have t h e i r  ro o ts  f a r  back in  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  e a r ly  pseudonymous w r i t in g s ,  see  M arie
T h u ls tru p ," K ie rk e g a a rd 's  D ia le c t ic  o f Im i ta t io n ,"  i n  A  K ierkegaard  
C r i t iq u e , p p .26.6-285.
4 . SKJP. 273: " C h r i s t 's  whole l i f e  in  a l l  i t s  a s p e c ts  must supply
th e  norm fo r  th e  l i f e  o f th e  whole Church. One has to  tak e  every
p a r t i c u la r  a sp e c t of C h r i s t 's  l i f e ,  s t r a i g h t  from h is  bap tism  to  h is
r e s u r r e c t io n  and show correspondence in  th e  C hurch," See a ls o  C h ris to p h e r 
M. B ro o k fie ld , "What was K ie rk e g a a rd 's  Task. "Ujii.o_n Sem inary Q u a r te r ly  
Review. XVIII (1 9 6 2 ), p p .33-35: "K ierkegaard  chose to  view C h r is t i a n i ty
as what i t  c la im s to  be ----  m an 's u lt im a te  m easure. His s ta n d a rd  o f
measurement was th e  a b so lu te  s ta n d a rd  o f l i f e  l iv e d  i n  Je su s  C h r is t ."
5 . Cf. Kai E. J o rd t  J o e rg e n se n ,o p . c i t . . p .178 : "K ierkegaard  w ants
to  teach  us to  become contem porary w ith  C h r is t ,  t h a t  i s ,  to  fo llow  him in  
s u f f e r in g  and h u m ilia t io n , . . .  by a p e rso n a l a p p ro p r ia t io n  o f him in  h is  
h u m ility , by fra n k ly  ad m ittin g  d is ta n c e  from th e  id e a l  in  o rd er to  f l e e  to  
g ra c e ."
6 . For an i n t e r e s t i n g  d is c u s s io n  on K ierkegaard  and A p o lo g e tic s , see  
Malcolm L .D iam ond,"K ierkegaard and A p o lo g e tic s ,jIourxial o f R e lig io n , XLIV 
(1 9 6 4 ), p p .122-13 2 , e s p . , p . 122: " C h r is t ia n i ty  i s  not p la u s ib le .  
K ierkegaard  in s i s t e d  upon t h i s  th roughou t h is  c a re e r .  At i t s  h e a r t  s tan d s  
th e  in c re d ib le  c la im  th a t  th e  man, Jesu s  of N azare th , was God. The e f f o r t  
to  c l a r i f y  th e  n a tu re  of t h i s  c laim  and th e  a t t i t u d e  a p p ro p r ia te  to  the  
C h r is t ia n  who would a f f irm  i t ,  was th e  fo cu s o f h is  volum inous 
l i t e r a t u r e . "  See a ls o  Per Loenning,"D efending C h r i s t i a n i ty ,"  in
Goiieej-ts in  K ie rk eg aard , p p .214-217.
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tra n s m it th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  i t s e l f  as i t s e l f .  There a re  two im p o rtan t reaso n s  
why K ierkegaard  s u s ta in s  such a p o s i t io n .  F i r s t ,  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  of 
r e v e la t io n  as an h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  does no t adm it of being  changed. I f  i t  was th e  
A bsolute Paradox and th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  a t  th e  tim e o f Je su s  C h r is t ,  i t  
rem ains as such w ith o u t change i n  r e l a t i o n  to  th e  stream  of tim e and h i s to r y .  
This f a c t  i s  th e  a b so lu te  f a c t .  T h e re fo re , i t  cannot become a more p la u s ib le  
th in g  a f t e r  a c o n s id e ra b le  tim e because of i t s  e f f e c t s  on or r e s u l t s  in  h i s to r y .  
Of co u rse , i t  can a f f e c t  th e  co u rse  of h is to ry  and le a v e  i t s  r e s u l t  in  h is to r y .  
But th e se  a re  only r e l a t i v e .  The d i f f i c u l t y  of b e l ie v in g  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  
as G od's r e v e la t io n  i s  th e  same fo r  th e  man who l iv e d  a t  th e  same tim e as Je su s  
C h r is t  as fo r  th e  man who l i v e s  a f t e r  him. Secondly, a cco rd in g  to  K ierkegaard , 
th e  man who has a r i g h t  r e l a t i o n  to  t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  of r e v e la t io n ,  as  we 
have s a id ,  i s  fo llo w in g  Je su s  C h r is t  and l i v in g  th e  T ru th . In  th e  co u rse  o f 
fo llo w in g  Je su s  C h r is t ,  th e re  i s  no room to  r a t i o n a l i z e  C h r i s t i a n i ty .  The 
a ttem p t to  defend C h r is t i a n i ty  does no t f i t  th e  theme o f s u f f e r in g .
T h ere fo re , i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  f in d  any h in t  of a r a t i o n a l  r e v e la t io n ,  o r 
th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f r a t i o n a l i z in g  o n e 's  b e l i e f ,  i n  K ie rk e g a a rd 's  w r i t in g s .  We 
cannot be su re , th u s , t h a t  K ierkegaard  makes room fo r  th e  o p e ra tio n  of a changed 
re a so n  in  th e  realm  of f a i t h .  A lthough he says o f " th e  sphere  of f a i th "  t h a t  in
t h i s  sphere  " th e  absurd  i s  no t th e  absurd  ----  f a i t h  tran sfo rm s  i t , "  he a ls o
makes i t  c le a r  th a t  " in  every  weak moment i t  i s  a g a in  more or l e s s  absurd  to  
him "( SKJP. I ,  1 0 ). Perhaps t h i s  i s  an e x i s t e n t i a l  c o n fe s s io n  o f K ie rk e g a a rd 's
7 . Cf. CUP, p .495: "My purpose i s  to  make i t  d i f f i c u l t  to  become a
C h r is t ia n ,  y e t not more d i f f i c u l t  than  i t  i s  . . . .  and q u a l i t a t i v e l y  
d i f f i c u l t ,  and e s s e n t i a l ly  d i f f i c u l t  fo r  everybody eq u a lly  . . . "  T h ere fo re , 
even though K ierkegaard  a t ta c k s  A pologetics in  th e  t r a d i t i o n a l  sen se  of 
th e  word, h i s  works a re  a k ind  o f A po logetics in  th e  sense th a t  i t  makes 
th e  c h a r a c te r i s t i c s  of C h r is t i a n i ty  c le a r .  Cf. H .R .M ackin tosh .o p .c i t . . 
p .213: "The youth  [ th e  young K ierkegaard ] re so lv e d  to  g iv e  a l l  h is  powers
to  th e  defence o f C h r is t i a n i ty  in  what he f e l t  to  be a v i r t u a l l y  pagan 
w orld ."
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own ex p e rien ce . T h e re fo re , K ierkegaard  d id  not develop  a th eo lo g y , b u t only 
w itn e ssed  to  th e  c o n te n t o f r e v e la t io n  and th e  n ecessa ry  im p lic a tio n s  o f 
r e v e la t io n .  In  t h i s  sen se , we can g iv e  our a s s e n t to  th e  fo llo w in g  o b se rv a tio n  
o f  Sç/e:
"K ierkegaard  i s  f u l l y  aware th a t  th e  b e l ie v e r  can r e f l e c t  on th e  
th o u g h t-c o n te n t of h is  f a i t h .  In  t h i s  sen se , C h r i s t i a n i t y 's  te a c h in g  can 
p e r f e c t ly  w e ll b e c o m e ,'h is  own th o u g h t , ' b u t alw ays only in  th e ,s p h e re  of 
f a i t h .  These thou g h ts  a re  even such th a t  he can e a s i ly  e x p la in  them to  
th e  u n in i t i a t e d .  According to  K ierkegaard , they  a re  in  no way 
com plica ted . But th e  u n in i t i a t e d  w i l l  r e j e c t  them as ab su rd , and as soon 
a s  th e  p a ss io n  o f f a i t h  i s  weakened th e  b e l ie v e r  h im se lf  w i l l  a ls o
c o n s id e r  them a b s u rd ." [1 ]
However, i t  i s  one th in g  to  a s s e r t  th a t  th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  cannot be reg ard ed
as  r a t i o n a l  and i t  an o th e r th in g  to  a s s e r t  th a t  to  be a C h r is t ia n  one must
b e l ie v e  b l i n d ly . [2 ] For K ierk eg aard , th e  o b je c t of f a i t h  or th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t
o f  r e v e la t io n  cannot be, reg ard ed  a s  r a t i o n a l ,  as t h a t  which can be comprehended
by our rea so n . But to  b e l ie v e  r e v e la t io n  i s  d i f f e r e n t  from b e l ie v in g  any o th e r
th in g . To b e lie v e  th e  A bsolute Paradox i s  c le a r ly  d i f f e r e n t  from S ocrates*
b e l i e f  in  God, fo r  to  b e l ie v e  th e  A bsolute Paradox i s  th e  how of be ing  a
C h r is t ia n ,  Climacus say s :
"The th in g  o f being  a C h r is t ia n  i s  not determ ined  by th e  what of
C h r is t i a n i ty  b u t by how of th e  C h r is t ia n .  This how can only  co rrespond  
w ith  one th in g , th e  A bsolu te Paradox  ±o b e lie v e  i s  s p e c i f i c a l ly
1. N .H .S o e ,"K ie rk eg aa rd 's  D o c tr in e  of th e  P aradox ,"  p .223.
2 . For a s im i la r  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  o f K ierk eg aard , see  V ernard 
E l le r , " F a c t ,  F a ith  and F o o lis h n e s s ,"  p p .5 9 f . : "A few o b se rv a tio n s
re g a rd in g  th e  n a tu re  o f t h i s  le a p  o f f a i t h  a re  in  p la ce  h e re . N o tic e , 
f i r s t  o f a l l ,  t h a t  t h i s  i s  no t a b lin d  le a p  in  th e  dark  -  a s  K ierkegaard  
o f te n  has been m isunderstood . P r io r  to  th e  le a p , r e f l e c t i o n  has been a t  
work to  determ ine th a t  what one co n fro n ts  i s  a t r u e  and e s s e n t i a l  Paradox 
and not a s i t u a t i o n  which r e f l e c t i o n  i t s e l f  i s  com petent to  hand le  . . . .  A 
le a p  th a t  goes beyond re a so n  and u n d ers tan d in g  th e re  most c e r t a in ly  i s ,  
b u t a le a p  in  th e  dark  i t  i s  n o t ."  See a ls o  Merold W estp h a l,"K ierk eg aard  
and th e  Logic o f I n s a n i ty . "R e lig io u s  S tu d ie s , V II (1971)» p .211 : "So
K ierkegaard  le a v e s  us w ith  ' t h e  most f r i g h t f u l  a c t  of d e c i s io n . ' The 
ch o ice  i s  between u n b e l ie f ,  which se e s  sh eer madness in  th e  a f f i rm a tio n s  
o f f a i t h ,  and b e l i e f ,  which se e s  i n  th a t  madness th e  d iv in e  wisdom. I f  
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  a n a ly s is  o f in fe re n c e  and ev idence robs th e  l a t t e r  of th e  
s e c u r i ty  o f o b je c t iv e  p ro o f , h is  a n a ly s is  o f th e  ab su rd , th e  p a ra d o x ic a l 
and th e  c o n tra d ic to ry  robs th e  form er of th e  s e c u r i ty  o f easy d is m is s a l on 
th e  grounds th a t  th e  c o n te n t r e f u te s  i t s e l f . "
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r e v e la t io n  to  be ab su rd , Hence, to  become a C h r is t ia n  i s  no t easy . This p o in t 
can be r e la te d  to  th e  second re a so n  why K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e  A bsolute 
Paradox.
The second rea so n  why K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e  f a c t  - th a t  r e v e la t io n  i s  . 
th e  A bsolute Paradox, i s  to  em phasize . th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f o ffe n se . And th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffen se  owes to  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n .  Let us co n s id e r  
t h i s  more c lo s e ly .
What i s  th e  o ffen se?  In  a word, th e  o ffen se  i s  th e  m is r e la t io n  to  th e
A bsolute Paradox. W ithout th e  paradox, th e re  i s  no o f fe n s e .[1 ]  T h ere fo re , th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffen se  i s  a ls o  r e la te d  to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  l i f e  o f J e s u s .
However, what we a re  concerned w ith  i s  no t th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f th e  o ffe n se  
which has to  do w ith  C h r is t  " a s  a mere human in d iv id u a l  who comes in to  c o l l i s io n  
w ith  th e  e s ta b l is h e d  o rd e r ." (o f f e n s e  'A ' ) Of co u rse , such a p o s s ib i l i ty  o f  th e  
o ffe n se  i s  a lso  im p o rta n t, fo r  i t  makes c le a r  th a t  Je su s  was an h i s t o r i c a l  
p erson . B u t , 't h e  e s s e n t i a l  o f f e n s e ',  th e  o ffen se  th a t  one tak es  a t  C h r is t ,  has
to  do w ith  h is  c la im  to  be th e  G od-m an(offense 'B ' ) .  A nti-C lim acus ta k e s  th e
term  o ffe n se  from J e s u s ' a s s e r t io n  'B le s se d  i s  he whosoever s h a l l  no t be
o ffen sed  i n  m e"(M att 1 1 :6 , Lk 7 :2 3 , Jn  6 :6 1 ) .[2 ]  He says:
■ " C h r is t  says o f H im self th a t  He i s  th e  l iv in g  b read , 'w hosoever e a te th  
t h i s  b read  s h a l l  l i v e '  . . .  Thus an  in d iv id u a l  man, to  a l l  appearances
1, For a d is c u s s io n  o f th e  c lo se  r e l a t i o n  between th e  A bsolute 
Paradox and th e  o ffe n se , see  £E, p p .6 lff ;Ç n P , p p . l8 8 f f .  See a ls o  John, 
W. E lro d , K ierkegaard  and C hrlsteM om . p p .21 I f .  •
2 . Cf. TC. p p .96-104. The term o ffen se  comes from S c r ip tu r e ,  a s  we 
can see  from th e se  B ib l ic a l  passages and P a u l 's  a s s e r t io n  i n  I  Cor. 
1 :20 -23 . Cf. F r i t h i e f  B ra n d t ,Sdrien K ierk eg aard , p .93: " I t  was S t.P a u l 
who u t te r e d  th e  renowned words about C h r is t i a n i ty  being  ' a 
s c a n d a l[o f fe n se 3 to  th e  Jews arid a f o l ly [ o r  a fo o lis h n e s s ]  to  th e  G re e k s .'
- A s u b s ta n t i a l  p a r t  o f T ra in in g  in  C h r i s t i a n i t y may be understood  as a 
b r i l l i a n t  p a rap h rase  o f th e se  w ords, which K ierkegaard  rem inds us o f w ith  
approval in  v a r io u s  passages in  h is  w r i t in g s .  The f a c t  was th a t  
K ierkegaard  co n sid e red  th a t  th e  in d iv id u a l  co n fro n ted  w ith  th e  te ach in g  of 
C h r is t i a n i ty  must e i th e r  be sc a n d a liz e d  by i t  ia i b e l ie v e  in  i t . "
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d i f f e r e n t  from a l l  o th e r  a p p ro p r ia t io n  and inw ardness. . . .  This form ula 
f i t s  only th e  b e l ie v e r ,  . . . .  no t an e n th u s ia s t ,  no t a th in k e r ,  b u t sim ply 
and s o re ly  th e  b e l ie v e r  who i s  r e la te d  to  th e  A bsolute P aradox"(CUP, 
p .5 40 ).
"A ll lo v e rs  have th e  'how ' o f love  in  common, th e  p a r t i c u la r  p erso n  must 
supply  th e  name o f h is  be loved . But w ith  a sp e c t to  b e lie v in g  (sen su  
s t r ic t i s s im o )  i t  ho ld s  good th a t  t h i s  'how ' i s  a p p ro p r ia te  only to  one as 
i t s  o b je c t [ th e  A bsolu te Paradox]"(CEE, p .542)
Only th e  A bsolute Paradox th a t  God became an in d iv id u a l  man under th e  Emperor
A ugustus, i s  th e  p roper o b je c t o f th e  how of th e  C h r is t ia n .  And, acco rd in g  to
C lim acus, t h i s  A bsolute Paradox i s  d i f f e r e n t  from nonsense. In  th e  case  of
nonsense we cannot b e lie v e  a g a in s t  th e  u n d ers tan d in g . Only th e  A bsolute Paradox
i s  th e  o b je c t which must be b e lie v e d  a g a in s t  th e  u n d ers tan d in g :
" . . .  In  r e l a t i o n  to  C h r is t i a n i ty  he [ th e  C h r is t ia n ]  b e l ie v e s  a g a in s t  th e  
u n d ers tan d in g  and i n  t h i s  case a ls o  uses u n d ers tan d in g  . . . .  to  make su re  
t h a t  he b e lie v e s  a g a in s t  th e  u n d e rs tan d in g . Nonsense th e re fo re  he cannot 
b e l ie v e  a g a in s t  th e  u n d e rs ta n d in g , fo r  p re c is e ly  th e  u n d ers tan d in g  w i l l  
d is c e rn  th a t  i t  i s  nonsense and w i l l  p rev en t him from b e l ie v in g  i t ;  b u t
he makes so much use o f th e  u n d ers tan d in g  th a t  he becomes aware o f th e
in com prehensib le , and th en  he h o ld s  to  t h i s ,  b e l ie v in g  a g a in s t  th e
u n d e rs ta n d in g " (CEE, p .5 0 4 ) .[1 ]
To sura up th e  f i r s t  rea so n  why K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e  A bsolute Paradox: 
K ierkegaard  t r i e s  to  make i t  c le a r  th a t  r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  in  tim e as an 
h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t .  So to  be a C h r is t ia n  means to  acc ep t t h i s  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  and 
fo llo w  Jesu s  C h r is t .  In  a  word, K ierkegaard  em phasizes th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  o f 
r e v e la t io n  to  em phasize th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f becoming a C h r is t ia n .  But he does not 
want to  make i t  d i f f i c u l t  above th e  degree which C h r is t i a n i ty  i t s e l f  demands. 
That i s  to  say , C h r is t i a n i ty  i t s e l f  d e c la re s  th a t  i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  become a 
C h r is t ia n .  To become a C h r is t ia n  i s  no t som ething n a tu ra l .  For, to  th e  man who 
i s  in  s in  what i s  n a tu ra l  i s  to  be in  s in  and to  a s s e r t  th e  h i s t o r i c a l
1. Cf. H .R .M ackin tosh .O P . c i t . . p .225: "Paradox i n  K ierkegaard , i t
must be remembered, i s  f a r  from being  nonsense. I t  i s  indeed  p a r t  of 
f a i t h  to  hold  th a t  fo r  God th e  Paradox i s  r e s o lv e d ."  Henry E. A lliso n  
a ls o  su g g est th a t  "Clim acus endeavors to  d is t in g u is h  between C h r is t ia n  
f a i t h  and s u p e r s t i t io n  or a e s th e t ic is m , which may be regarded  as  a k ind  o f 
nonsense ,"  even though h is  [ A l l i s o n 's ]  c o n c lu s io n  i s  th a t  "such  e f f o r t s  
seem to  have a p a r t i a l  s u c c e s s " ( " C h r is t ia n i ty  and N onsense ,"pp .44 9 ,4 6 0 .)
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l ik e  th e  o th e rs ,  ta lk s  i n  such a way about h im se lf!  What wonder, indeed , 
th a t  people a re  o ffended , t h a t  they se p a ra te d  them selves from him and went 
each to  h is  own a f f a i r s ,  deep ly  o ffen d ed , and many o f th e  d i s c ip le s  w ith  
them. And so in  t h i s  passage we have th e  so rro w fu l word, "B lessed  i s  he 
who i s  not offended  i n  me, so th e re  fo llo w s one l i k e  i t  when C h r is t  says
to  th e  Twelve, "W ill ye a ls o  go away?" A las  how d i f f i c u l t  i t  i s  to
become a b e l ie v e r .  He s u f f e r s  i n  t h i s  in s ta n c e  also"(% C, p p .lO O f.) .
T h ere fo re , acco rd ing  to  A nti-C lim acus, th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se , which i s
r e la te d  to  th e  d i f f i c u l t y  o f becoming a b e l ie v e r  or a d i s c ip le ,  was p r e s e n t .
"every  in s ta n t  when He ( th e  God-Man), t h i s  in d iv id u a l man, spoke or ac ted  in  a
way su g g es tin g  th e  q u a l i f i c a t i o n  God." Hence, "w ith  every  word su g g e s tiv e  of th e
q u a l i f i c a t io n  God, w ith  every a c t  th a t  b ea rs  t h i s  su g g e s tio n , th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
th e  o ffen se  i s  presented"(EQ ., p p . lO g f .) .  W ithout n o tic in g  th i s  p o s s i b i l i t y  of
th e  o ffe n se , th e re  i s  no way to  become a C h r is t ia n .  This i s  th e  main rea so n  why
K ierkegaard  a t ta c k s  th e  s ta te -c h u rc h ,  i n  which to  become a C h r is t ia n  i s  n a tu r a l ,
so th a t  th e re  i s  no p o s s i b i l i ty  o f n o tic in g  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f th e  o ffe n se . The
p o in t which K ierkegaard  a s s e r t s  i s  t h a t  to  become a C h r is t ia n  i s  not a n a tu ra l
th in g  to  n a tu ra l man. One must n o tic e  th e  o ffe n se .
This p o in t i s  c lo s e ly  r e la te d  to  K ierk eg aard ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f Jesu s  
C h r is t ’ s use of in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n . B a s ic a lly ,  th e re  a re  two le v e ls  of 
in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n  which Je su s  C h r is t  u ses . The one i s  r e la te d  to  th e  
c o n te n t o f com munication: th e  f a c t  th a t  Je su s  C h r is t  h im se lf  i s  God th e  Son.
U sually  Jesu s  C h r is t  communicates t h i s  in d i r e c t l y ;  he j u s t  " p o in ts  to  th e  
m ira c le s ( th e  lame w alk, th e  b lin d  se e , e t c . )  and to  th e  d o c tr in e  i t s e l f  ( th e
Gospel i s  preached to  th e  poor) ----  and thereupon , s tr a n g e ly  enough. He adds
’B lessed  i s  he whosoever i s  no t offended  in  me"(TC. p .9 7 ). However, th e  form o f 
in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n  i t s e l f  i s  a ls o  God’ s r e v e la t io n .  And such an 
in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n  i s  ex p la in ed  i n  some cases  by an obvious a s s e r t io n  th a t  
su g g e s ts  J e s u s ’ s i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w ith  God(TC. p p .1 3 3 f .) .  And i n  t h i s  obvious 
a s s e r t io n  th e  d if f e re n c e  betw een C h r is t i a n i ty  and any o th e r  r e l i g io n  c le a r ly
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ap p ea rs . K ierkegaard , fo r  example, say s :
"A ll o th e r  r e l ig io n s  a re  o b liq u e ; th e  founder s te p s  a s id e  and in tro d u c e s  
an o th e r who s p e a k s ; . th e re fo re ,  they them selves belong under th e  r e l i g io n  
   C h r is t i a n i ty  a lone i s  d i r e c t  address"(.SM E, I ,  4 2 7 ).
And ag a in : "Yes, in d eed , C h r is t  s a id  q u i te  d i r e c t ly  th a t  He was th e  Only
B ego tten  of th e  F a th e r  . . .  th e  u t te ra n c e  i s  q u i te  d irect"(X S ., p. 135).
What, th e n , i s  th e  in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n  of th e  second k ind  ( o r ,  th e  second
le v e l) ?  K ierkegaard  say s :
"When one says d i r e c t l y ,  ’ I  am God; th e  F a th e r and I  a re  o n e ,’ th a t  i s  
d irec t-co m m u n ica tio n . But when he who says i t  i s  an in d iv id u a l  man, q u i te  
l i k e  o th e r men, th en  t h i s  com m unication i s  not j u s t  p e r f e c t ly  d i r e c t ,  fo r  
i t  i s  not j u s t  p e r f e c t ly  c l e a r  and d i r e c t  th a t  an in d iv id u a l  man should  be
G o d  a lthough  what he says i s  p e r f e c t ly  d i r e c t .  Ex rea so n  ^  th e
com m unicator, th e  com munication c o n ta in s  a c o n t ra d ic t io n ,  i t  becomes 
in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n , i t  p u ts  to  th e e  a ch o ice , w hether thou  w i l t  
b e l ie v e  Him or not"(%E, p .134, my em phasis).
T h e re fo re , th e  in d irec t-c o m m u n ica tio n  o f th e  second le v e l  i s  not d i f f e r e n t  from
th e  f a c t  th a t  th e  communicator i s  th e  God-man. For K ierkegaard , as  f a r  as th e
c o n te n t which i s  to  be communicated i s  concerned, i t  can be communicated
d i r e c t ly .  In  f a c t ,  i f  th e re  were not t h i s  d i r e c t  com m unication th a t  He i s  th e
God-man, th e re  would be no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  and th e  A bsolute Paradox.
Because an in d iv id u a l  man who i s  i n  our tim e and h is to r y  a s s e r t s  and su g g e s ts
th a t  he i s  God, th e re  i s  in d i r e c t  com munication.
So th e  man who i s  co n fro n ted  d i r e c t ly  o r in d i r e c t ly  w ith  th e  a s s e r t io n  th a t  
th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Jesu s  i s  th e  God-man s tan d s  b e fo re  th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f th e  
o ffe n se . The s i tu a t io n  i n  which i t  i s  d i f f i c u l t  to  become a b e l ie v e r ,  fo r  
K ierkegaard , i s  th e  o p p o rtu n ity  to  be a  b e l ie v e r .  And acco rd in g  to  K ierkegaard , 
th e re  i s  no p a r t i c u la r  tim e in  which i t  i s  easy to  be a b e l ie v e r .  W ithout 
abandoning one’ s rea so n  b e fo re  th e  A bsolute Paradox, th e re  i s  no p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
b eing  a C h r is t ia n . T h ere fo re , to  be a C h r is t ia n  i s  not e a s ie r  fo r  th e  
d ire c t-c o n te m p o ra ry ; nor fo r  th e  man who belongs to  th e  l a t e r  g e n e ra tio n , fo r  
" th e  very  f a c t  th a t  He l iv e d ,  i s  i n f i n i t e l y  more im p o rtan t th a n  a l l  consequences
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of His l i f e " (IÇ , p .123. Cf. p .2 6 ) .
The second p o s s i b i l i t y  o f e s s e n t i a l  o ffen se  i s  th e  lo w lin e s s  o f th e  one who 
c la im s to  be G od('C ’ , p . 105). Those who w ere d i r e c t ly  contem porary w ith
Jesu s  s a id : " I s  not t h i s  th e  c a rp e n te r ’ s son? I s  not h is  m other c a l le d  Mary,
and h i s  b r e th r e n . . .  and h is  s i s t e r s ,  a r e  they not a l l  w ith  us? Whence ha th
t h i s  man a l l  th e se  things?"(% C, p .105 )C l] In  f a c t  t h i s  k ind  o f p o s s i b i l i t y  o f
o ffe n se  i s  th e  r e s u l t  o f a c lo se  o b se rv a tio n  o f th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e s u s . 
T h ere fo re , b a s ic a l ly  i t  i s  a ls o  r e la te d  to  th e  f a c t  th a t  an in d iv id u a l  man i s  
God. The d if f e re n c e  between ’B’ and ’ C’ can be found i n  th e  fo llo w in g  
q u o ta tio n .
" In  t h i s  case [C] one i s  not offended  by th e  claim  th a t  He i s  God, b u t by 
th e :  o b se rv a tio n  th a t  God i s  t h i s  man ( ’Behold w hat a man!’ ) ,  w hether one 
i s  now about to  b e lie v e  th a t  He i s  God, o r i s  m erely pondering  
r e f l e c t i v e ly  over t h i s  i n f i n i t e  s e l f - c o n t r a d ic t io n  th a t  God should  be such 
a man. In  th e  fo reg o in g  s e c t io n  [B] th e  man who was about to  be o ffended , 
who was b rought to  a h a l t  by th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  o ffe n se , s a id ,  ’ An 
in d iv id u a l  man l i k e  us w ants to  be G od.’ Here [C] th e  man who i s  b rought 
to  a h a l t  by th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f  o ffen se  say s , "Supposing f o r  an in s ta n t  
th a t  thou a r t  God, what f o l l y  and madness i t  i s  t h a t  thou a r t  th i s  low ly ,
poor, im poten t man"(XÇ, p . 105).
What we can deduce from A n ti-C lim acus’ d is c u s s io n  o f th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f 
o ffe n se  i s  th a t  th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  i s  th e  r e s u l t  o f th e  f a c t  t h a t  God 
became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  R evea ler and Redeemer, so th a t  He s a id  o f 
H im self th a t  He was God and a c te d  in  such way as to  su g g es t t h i s .  Both fo r  th e  
d i r e c t  contem porary and fo r  th e  one who i s  not a d i r e c t  contem porary , th e  
p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  i s  r e la te d  to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  o f r e v e la t io n .  And the  
h is to r y  in  which th e  h i s t o r i c a l  Je su s  spoke and a c te d  i s  h is to r y  which i s  not 
d i f f e r e n t  from th e  h is to r y  in  which we l i v e .  This i s  one of th e  reaso n s  why 
K ierkegaard  em phasizes and c a l l s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  r e v e la t io n  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
1. Cf. M att. 13 :55 , Mk 6 :3 , Jn  7 :1 7 f . ,  M att. 26 :31 ,33  (Mk 
1 4 :2 7 ,2 9 ) .
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T h ere fo re , acco rd in g  to  K ierk eg aard , th o se  who do not have a r ig h t  
r e l a t io n s h ip  w ith  th e  A bsolute Paradox by f a i t h  a re  offended  by th e  A bsolute 
Paradox. K ierkegaard  i s  not a f r a id  to  a s s e r t  th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f the  r e v e la t io n .  
What i s  im p o rtan t fo r  K ierkegaard  i s  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  J e su s  and h is  l i f e  ( th e  l i f e  
which he a c tu a l ly  l iv e d  in  t im e )(TÇ, p .2 6 ) .  Hence, fo r  K ierkegaard , th e  
C h r is t-e v e n t  took p la ce  i n  th e  h is to r y  which i s  our h is to r y .  H is to ry  in  t h i s
sense  has not a problem fo r  K ierkegaard . B ut, i f  one t r i e s  to  i n t e r p r e t
h i s to r y ,  as d id  H egelian  th e o lo g ia n s , i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  consequences o f th e  
l i f e  of J e s u s , th en  as f a r  as K ierkegaard  i s  concerned, Jesu s  C h r is t  cannot be 
sa id  to  be found in  h is to r y  [m eaning by h is to ry  h e re  in te r p r e te d  h i s to r y ] .  For 
such an in te r p r e te d  h is to r y  ta k es  away th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f o ffe n se . And to  tak e  
away th e  p o s s i b i l i t y  o f o ffe n se  i s  to  tak e  away th e  A bsolu te Paradox. B ut, i n
f a c t ,  such an a tte m p t to  tak e  away th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f o ffe n se  i t s e l f  i s  an a c t
o f o ffe n se .
Those who do not a c c e p t th e  A bsolu te Paradox, th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t  t h a t  God 
became an in d iv id u a l  man, a r e  o ffended  by th i s  f a c t .  And those  who t r y  to  
u n d ers tan d  and i n t e r p r e t  t h i s  f a c t  by t h e i r  reaso n  a re  a ls o  o ffended  by th i s  
f a c t .  To p lace  God’ s r e v e la t io n  in  a s p e c ia l  realm  or a s p e c ia l  h is to r y  can 
a ls o  be seen  as an a ttem p t to  ta k e  away th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f  o ffe n se  in  th e  l i g h t  
o f our d is c u s s io n  of K ie rk eg aa rd ’ s u n d ers tan d in g  o f o ffe n se . F o r, i f  God’ s 
r e v e la t io n  i s  i n  a s p e c ia l  h is to r y  or in  a s p e c ia l  rea lm , one can be a C h r is t ia n  
w ith o u t b e l ie v in g  th e  f a c t  th a t  God became an  in d iv id u a l  man in  a tim e which i s  
not d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  in  which we l i v e .  And in  th a t  c a se , God’ s r e v e la t io n  i s  
alw ays beyond our tim e and our h i s to r y .  So th e re  i s  ho A bsolu te Paradox i n  th e  
r e a l  sen se  of th e  word.
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Up to  now we have co n sid e red  K ierk eg aard ’ s a s s e r t io n  o f th e  p a ra d o x ic a li ty  
o f r e v e la t io n .  From our c o n s id e ra t io n  we can draw th e  fo llo w in g  co n c lu s io n s .
F i r s t ;  fo r  K ierkegaard , th e  A bsolute Paradox i s  a s p e c ia l  ca teg o ry  fo r  
in t e r p r e t i n g  th e  r e v e la t io n  which took  p lace  i n  our tim e and h i s to r y .  This 
Paradox must not be confused w ith  any o th e r  paradox, or lo g ic a l  c o n tra d ic t io n s  
in  g e n e ra l .  K ierkegaard , as we have seen , a p p l ie s  th e  term ’ th e  A bsolute 
P aradox’ only to  th e  h i s t o r i c a l  even t o f r e v e la t io n .
Secondly, th e  rea so n  why K ierkegaard  c a l l s  th e  r e v e la t io n  th e  A bsolute 
Paradox l i e s  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  r e v e la t io n  took p lace  in  our tim e and h i s to r y .  As 
we have shown, w ith o u t th e  h i s t o r i c a l  f a c t ,  th e re  i s  no A bsolute Paradox. Only 
because God became an in d iv id u a l  man i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  can th i s  h i s t o r i c a l  
f a c t  be c a l l s  th e  A bsolu te Paradox.
T h ird ly , th e  c o n te n t of th e  A bsolute Paradox c o n s is ts  in  th e  f a c t  th a t  God 
became an in d iv id u a l  man to  be th e  R evealer and th e  Redeemer. T h ere fo re , th e  
A bsolute Paradox i s  c lo se ly  r e la te d  to  man’ s s in .  For i t  i s  because of s in  th a t  
th e  form of r e v e la t io n  i s  a s p e c ia l  one. That i s  to  say , i f  th e re  were no s in ,  
th e re  would be a form of r e v e la t io n  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of th e  A bsolute Paradox.
F o u rth ly , th e  A bsolute Paradox demands not only t h a t  men g iv e  a s s e n t  to  i t ,  
b u t a lso  th a t  they l i v e  i n  accordance w ith  i t .  That i s  to  say , to  fo llo w  Je su s  
C h r is t i s  th e  a b so lu te  demand o f  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
From th e se  p o in ts  we can draw th e  f i n a l  co n c lu s io n  th a t  th e  meaning which 
K ierkegaard  g iv e s  to  th e  term  ’ th e  A bsolute P aradox’ i s  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  
which B arth  g iv e s  to  i t  i n  th e  ’’Romans.’’ For K ierkegaard , i f  God’ s r e v e la t io n  
were a c tu a l ly  not in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  or i f  God’ s r e v e la t io n  w ere beyond th e  
th in g s  which a re  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  which stan d  in  r e l a t i o n  to  r e v e la t io n .
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th e n  th e re  would be no A bsolu te Paradox. W hereas, a s  we have seen , fo r  th e  
e a r ly  B a rth , i f  God’ s r e v e la t io n  were in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  o r i f  God’ s 
r e v e la t io n  could  be d i r e c t ly  id e n t i f i e d  w ith  what i s  i n  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th en  
th e re  would be no Paradox. F o r, acco rd in g  to  B a rth , God’ s r e v e la t io n  only ta k e s  
p la ce  i n  th e  e te rn a l  moment, which i s  not a moment in  tim e.
This p o in t can be su p p o rted  by lo o k in g  a t  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s a s s e r t io n  th a t  
in  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n ,  in  which God re v e a ls  H im self d i r e c t l y  in  Je su s  C h r is t ,  
th e re  i s  no t a Paradox, Can t h i s  a s s e r t io n  be in te r p r e te d  as  meaning t h a t ,  fo r  
th e  l a t e r  B a rth , b e fo re  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  Jesu s  i s  reg a rd ed  as  Paradox? I f  we 
c a rry  through th e  lo g ic  o f t h i s  a s s e r t io n ,  th en  we must g iv e  an  a f f i rm a t iv e  
answ er to  t h i s  q u e s tio n . However, as we have seen , we do not f in d  any d i r e c t  
comment on t h i s  problem i n  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s th e o lo g y . He only su g g e s ts  
in d i r e c t l y  th a t  th e  one who i s  d e sc r ib e d  in  th e  New Testam ent i s  Je su s  C h r is t  
who i s  to  be in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  r e s u r r e c t io n .  As we have seen , fo r  
B a rth , th e  s t a r t i n g  p o in t fo r  th e  a p o s t l e ’ s d e s c r ip t io n  o f Je su s  i s  no t Je su s  
b e fo re  th e  r e s u r r e c t io n ,  bu t th e  r e s u r r e c t io n  even t which i s  in  God’ s tim e.
M oreover, th roughou t th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s theo logy  we f in d  a d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  
betw een God’ s r e v e la t io n  i t s e l f  and what i s  in  our tim e and our w orld i n  
r e l a t i o n  to  i t .  Even though B arth  in  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  em phasizes th a t  God’ s 
r e v e la t io n  ta k e s  p lace  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  th e  tim e and h is to r y  in  which God’ s 
r e v e la t io n  ta k es  p la ce  a re  not our tim e and our h i s to r y .  A ccording to  B a rth , 
tim e (God’ s tim e) and tim e (o u r tim e) a re  not i d e n t i c a l .  What i s  in  our tim e 
and our h is to r y  cannot be d i r e c t ly  id e n t i f i e d  w ith  God’ s r e v e la t io n .  I t  can be, 
or become, God’ s r e v e la t io n  when God a c t s .  However, th e  tim e in  which God a c ts  
i s  not our tim e, b u t God’ s tim e. T h e re fo re , as  we have seen , th e re  i s  an 
e te r n a l  d i a s t a s i s  betw een what i s  i n  God’ s tim e and w hat i s  i n  our tim e. In  a 
word, even in  th e  l a t e r  B a r th ’ s th e o lo g y / we do not f in d  th e  K ie rk eg aa rd ian
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sense  o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  and G od 's r e v e la t io n  in  our tim e and h is to r y .  There i s  
no A bsolute Paradox; and n o th in g , w hich, even though i t  i s  not c a l le d  such , in  
f a c t  co rresponds to  th e  id e a  of th e  A bsolute Paradox.
On th e  c o n tra ry , a s  we have seen , a kind o f r a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  i s  a ttem p ted  by 
th e  l a t e r  B a rth . Even though th e  l a t e r  B arth  d i f f e r e n t i a t e s  betw een th e  
r a t i o n a l  in  th e  o rd in a ry  sense  and ' t h e  r a t io n a l ',  i n  th eo lo g y , he h im se lf  
a f f irm s  th a t  what i s  r a t i o n a l ,  i n  any sense  of th e  word, i s  only r a t i o n a l  to  our 
reaso n . T his does not mean, o f c o u rse , th a t  th e  l a t e r  B arth  does no t approve of 
th e  m ystery of r e v e la t io n .  But he t r i e s  to  u n d ers tan d  i t  by rea so n . The 
d i s t i n c t i o n  between G od's r e v e la t io n  in  G od 's tim e and w hat i s  i n  our tim e and 
our h is to r y ,  would be seen  by K ierkegaard  as  an a ttem p t to  tak e  away th e  
A bsolu te Paradox. For t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  g iv e s  r i s e  to  th e  p o s s i b i l i ty  o f a 
r a t i o n a l  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  s t r u c tu r e  of r e v e la t io n .  Thus th e re  i s  no r e a l  
s im i la r i ty  between B arth  and K ierkegaard  in  t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n ,  
even in  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  th eo lo g y .
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A c o n s id e ra b le  d is ta n c e  has been journeyed  in  view ing K ierkegaard  and B arth  
on r e v e la t io n .  We have now come to  an end o f t h i s  s tudy  in  which th e  fo llo w in g  
c o n c lu s io n s  have been reached .
Even though th e  e a r ly  B arth  and K ierkegaard  have i n  common some im p o rtan t 
te rm ino logy  in  t h e i r  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  ( e . g . ,  moment, p a rad o x ), th e  
meaning which they g iv e  to  th e se  term s i s  very  d i f f e r e n t .  As we have seen , (1) 
fo r  B arth  th e  moment in  which r e v e la t io n  ta k es  p lace  i s  th e  e te rn a l, moment which 
i s  no t in  tim e, whereas fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  moment o f th e  In c a rn a t io n  i s  a
moment in  tim e; (2) T h ere fo re , fo r  th e  e a r ly  B arth , though i t  has a r e l a t i o n  to
th e  th in g s  which a re  in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  r e v e la t io n  which i s  g iv e n  in  th e  
e te r n a l  moment i s  not in  tim e and h i s to r y ;  w hereas fo r  K ierkegaard  because of 
th e  moment of th e  In c a rn a t io n  the  R evea ler was in  tim e and h i s to r y ,  he was th e  
God i n  tim e; (3) For th e  e a r ly  B a rth , Jesus C h r is t who i s  in te r p r e te d  i n  th e  
l i g h t  of th e  r e s u r r e c t io n ,  and who th e re fo re  i s  no t in  tim e and h is to r y  i s  th e  
A bsolute Paradox, w hereas fo r  K ierkegaard  Je su s  who a c tu a l ly  liv e d  in  our tim e
and h is to r y  i s  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
These m ajor d if f e re n c e s  a re  r e la te d  to  th e  d if f e re n c e  between t h e i r  
d u a lism s. For th e  ea rly , B a rth , th e  dualism  of God and man, o f th e  U rsnrung and
t h i s  w orld , o f e t e r n i ty  and tim e, o f Urg e s c h ic h te and H is to r ié  i s  an e te r n a l  and
a b so lu te  dualism . T h ere fo re , th e re  i s  no room fo r  th e  A bsolute Paradox in
K ie rk e g a a rd 's  sense o f th e  God in  tim e, th e  E te rn a l in  tim e, th e  h i s t o r i c a l
Je su s  as th e  God-man.
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T h ere fo re , i n  so f a r  as th e  l a t e r  B arth  em phasizes th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  of 
r e v e la t io n  and th e  In c a rn a t io n , h is  l a t e r  p o s i t io n  on r e v e la t io n  i s  c lo s e r  to  
K ierkegaard  than  h is  e a r ly  p o s i t io n .  However, we cannot bu t p o in t ou t th e  
fo llo w in g  two p o in ts .  F i r s t ,  even though in  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  B arth  em phasizes 
th e  In c a rn a t io n , in  th a t  (1) he i n t e r p r e t s  th e  In c a rn a t io n  as th e  e x a l ta t io n  of 
humanity in  g e n e ra l,  (2) he se e s  th e  In c a rn a tio n  i n  th e  l i g h t  of th e  
r e s u r r e c t io n ,  and (3) th e  In c a rn a t io n , fo r  him, i s  a n ecessa ry  even t in  r e l a t i o n  
to  th e  i n n e r - l i f e  of God and to  c r e a t io n ,  th e  l a t e r  B a r th 's  u n d ers tan d in g  o f th e  
In c a rn a t io n  i s  very  d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of K ierkegaard , Secondly , even though 
i n  h is  l a t e r  theo logy  B arth  t r i e s  to  em phasize th e  h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  and 
th e re fo re  seems to  overcome h is  e a r ly  a b so lu te  dualism , i n  th e  l a s t  a n a ly s is ,  
th e  te m p o ra lity  and h i s t o r i c i t y  o f r e v e la t io n  i s  fo r  B arth  a d i f f e r e n t
te m p o ra lity  and h i s t o r i c i t y  from our te m p o ra lity  and h i s t o r i c i t y .  T h ere fo re , 
even though he says th a t  God a c t s  in  tim e and h is to r y ,  i t  i s  hard  to  u n d ers tan d  
h is  say in g  th a t  he i s  speak ing  o f th e  f a c t  th a t  God a c ts  i n  our tim e and our 
h is to r y .  Even in  h is  l a t e r  th eo lo g y , B arth  s t i l l  s u s ta in s  h is  a b so lu te  dualism  
between God and man, God's tim e and our tim e, God's h is to r y ( C h r i s t - h is to r y )  and 
our h is to r y .  In  t h i s  r e s p e c t ,  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  cannot be
id e n t i f i e d  w ith , nor regarded  as  s im i la r  to  th a t  o f K ierkegaard . As we have 
seen , fo r  K ierkegaard  th e  dualism  betw een God and man, e t e r n i ty  and tim e can be
overcome by Je su s  C h r is t  who was i n  our tim e and our h is to r y .  This i s  th e
rea so n  why Je su s  C h r is t  i s  c a l le d  th e  A bsolute Paradox.
We can thus conclude th a t  even though B arth  was in f lu e n c e d  by K ierkegaard  
th roughou t h is  academ ic l i f e ,  h is  u n d ers tan d in g  o f r e v e la t io n  i s  co n s id e ra b ly  
d i f f e r e n t  from th a t  of K ierkegaard .
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